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ABSTRACT

STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS ABOUT WRITING:
WHAT DO THEY THINK?
Michelle L. Olson, Ed.D.
Department of Curriculum and Instruction
Northern Illinois University, 2017
Donna Werderich, Director

This qualitative case study investigated the attitudes toward and perceptions of third
grade students about themselves as writers and about their writing. Twenty-seven students were
given the Writing Attitude Survey. Additionally, nine focal students were selected, three at each
of the researcher’s defined attitude levels; they participated in interviews, observations, and
provided writing samples. The attitude levels, based on the percentile scores from the Writing
Attitude Survey, included positive attitudes (percentile scores above 75), neutral attitudes
(percentile scores between 50 to 74), and negative attitudes (percentile scores below 49). Within
case and cross case analysis was conducted with the focal students’ data. A model representing a
writer and the findings from the study is also discussed.
Findings from the study indicated that students held both positive and negative
perceptions about themselves as writers and about their writing and that these perceptions can be
malleable. Students were also found to exhibit a neutral awareness regarding influencing factors
during writing. Students held preferences for writing individually or with a partner that varied
both within and across the focal students. Students were found to engage in six different
conversation categories. Students wrote in six different genres when writing free choice pieces.
Implications for practice include encouraging student interactions while writing and fostering
students’ perceptions as a way to help them improve as a writer.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Literacy is a journey that begins with oral language in the early years of infants. As
children continue their literacy journey, they begin to experience the world of print in their
environment. Children become aware that print is everywhere: in their home, on the streets they
travel, at their friends’ homes – everywhere they turn. Children become curious, exploring print
on their own and with others and wondering what magic it holds. As children become older, they
experiment with writing, holding crayons and pencils for the first time and using these tools to
create drawings and writings for all to see. Children listen to stories that others read to them and
even try reading familiar books themselves. Their literacy experiences are informal and
experimental. Then a change is made as they enter formal schooling. Children are exposed to
more print and receive instruction to help them understand what this print is, what it means, and
how they can use it. Children learn about speaking, listening, reading, and writing – all
components of literacy.
Each of these components is important as children learn about literacy, both at home and
at school. However, when looked at it in terms of an area of emphasis in schools, writing has
taken a backseat in education. In the “What’s Hot, What’s Not” literacy survey by the
International Reading Association (IRA), it was found that at least 75 percent of the respondents
did not think that writing was a hot topic, yet all respondents thought that it should be a hot topic
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in the field of literacy (Cassidy & Loveless, 2011). In a report on the state of writing instruction,
Applebee and Langer (2006) posit the following:
We are living in an educational era where reading is often considered content free, where
mathematics skills rather than the ways to think about those concepts are front and center,
and where writing seems to have evaporated from public concern” and “Despite national
concern for overall student achievement, writing seems to be dropping from attention.
(pp. 28-29)
This demonstrates a need to focus on writing and its instruction in our classrooms to fully
develop our students in the area of literacy.
Additionally, with the development and implementation of the Common Core State
Standards (CCSS), there has been an increase in the rigor of instruction in all areas of literacy,
including writing. The writing standards begin in kindergarten and continue to build throughout
each successive grade. These standards include three different genres (narrative,
opinion/argument, and explanatory/informational) that students are to utilize throughout their
schooling. Students are expected to write across all curricular subjects to be college and career
ready (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2010).
According to Graham, Beringer, and Fan (2007), the ideas of motivation and attitudes
toward writing have only been a focus of research for the past couple of decades. Knudson
(1995) states, “Because anxiety about writing negatively affects school success and writing
competence is critical for school and career success, one should learn more about how attitudes
toward writing and writing activities develop, including the experiences students have at school”
(pp. 90-91). This need for taking into account the attitudes of student writers goes hand in hand
with the need for students to be writing more. One can see from these studies and reports of
writing instruction in the United States (e.g., National Commission on Writing, 2003), there is a
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need to take a closer look at how students feel about writing and what can be done to ensure that
students are writing and writing well. Knowledge and awareness of students’ attitudes and
beliefs about writing may help teachers as they teach writing.
This study sought to investigate one component of the literacy, writing. Writing is a form
of communication that allows one to share thoughts, feelings, and ideas. Writing is used by many
people on a daily basis and takes on many different forms. Yet people often have differing ideas
about how writing should be taught, how writing is best used, and how they feel about writing.
Third grade students, the participants in the current study, were exposed to writing instruction
during their school day. They used writing to communicate with many people, including their
teachers, classmates, and parents, just to name a few. Third grade students interacted with each
other as they constructed their writing. They formed attitudes and perceptions about themselves
as writers and about how they viewed writing from these interactions. It was the intent of the
researcher to observe and interact with the third grade students to gain an understanding of the
attitudes and perceptions of these third grade writers.

Theoretical Framework

Two theories guided this study: writing motivation and socioculturalism. Within the
latter, scaffolding and the zone of proximal development, as conceptualized by Vygotsky (1978),
are included.

Writing Motivation

When looking at motivation and how it relates to writing, several components fall under
this umbrella: self-efficacy beliefs, goal orientations, interest, and outcome attributions (Troia,
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Shankland, & Wolbers, 2012). Together these components offer insight into the motivation of
writers. It was the researcher’s intention to explore this idea of motivation and writing by looking
at self-efficacy beliefs.
Perceived self-efficacy was defined by Bandura (1986) as “people’s judgments of their
capabilities to organize and execute courses of action required to attain designated types of
performances” (p. 391). In light of this definition, people are constantly making judgments about
what they can and cannot do as they move through life. For example, this can be seen in the
classroom as a student chooses to write a poem because he knows that he possesses the skills
necessary to be successful with the task.
The concept of outcome expectations was defined by Bandura (1986) as “a judgment of
the likely consequence such behavior will produce” (p. 391). Outcome expectations go hand in
hand with self-efficacy. For example, a teacher may believe that she is quite capable of teaching
her students how to write a personal narrative, which demonstrates her self-efficacy toward
teaching this specific genre. The outcome expectation may be that the students write personal
narratives with all of the required criteria. Teachers possess self-efficacy beliefs about
themselves as writers and teachers of writers. Similarly, students hold self-efficacy beliefs about
themselves as writers and students of writing.
Four sources from which students develop their self-efficacy beliefs were discussed by
Bandura (1997): mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasions, and physiological
and emotional states (Pajares, Johnson, & Usher, 2007). The first source, mastery experience,
has been found to have the most influence on self-efficacy beliefs and is based on how students
view and interpret their own experiences based on a previous performance. With regard to
writing, experiences that students have success with will tend to raise their self-efficacy beliefs
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and experiences that are more difficult and lead to failure will tend to lower self-efficacy beliefs.
When students observe others engaging in a writing task, they are having a vicarious experience.
Modeling becomes an important component of writing instruction, using both peer models and
teacher models, so students can see how one might go about a specific writing task. Modeling
can help raise self-efficacy beliefs because students see others achieving success and may tend to
think that they can also achieve success with that same task. Social persuasions include
comments received from others about a performance. In writing, this might be the oral feedback
given during a sharing time or the written feedback received on a piece of writing (Pajares, et al.,
2007). Finally, students may be affected by physiological and emotional states that help them to
figure out their certainty about completing a writing task (Pajares, et al., 2007). This means that
negative thoughts about writing can produce stress and anxiety for a writer, causing him to think
he will be unsuccessful with a writing task.
According to Hidi and Boscolo (2006), interest refers to “a relatively enduring
predisposition to engage with particular content,” and “interest is always considered to have both
an affective and cognitive component” (p. 145). Student interest in writing is connected to
writing self-efficacy. There are two types of interest to take into account when considering the
role that it plays on motivation: situational interest and personal or individual interest (Hidi &
Boscolo, 2006; Troia, et al., 2012). Situational interest becomes relevant in specific situations;
whereas personal or individual interest becomes relevant due to individual preferences.

Socioculturalism

The second component of the theoretical framework is socioculturalism. Dyson (1992)
states,
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A sociocultural perspective on children’s literacy processes—a pedagogical emphasis on
connecting, on incorporating—might help us to weave together texts, and thereby, lives
and thus contribute to a common but complex classroom world, a world not of melting
pots, nor of layer cakes, but of distinctive voices engaged in conversations. (p. 459)
Thus Dyson takes into account both social aspects of literacy and children’s cultures. Members
of a specific culture help to define appropriate literacy practices by interacting with each other.
In essence, classrooms hold a set of expectations for literacy that members of this culture have
created through interactions with each other (Dyson, 1992, 2008; Kantor, Miller, & Fernie,
1992). “Classroom cultures and practices produce the environment for writing growth; writing
growth cannot be understood apart from the local culture of the classroom” (Schultz & Fecho,
2000, p. 36). This echoes the thoughts of Dyson (1992) in that the classroom is considered a
culture one navigates to be successful. Students and teachers alike determine the norms and rules
for the specific classroom. These norms and rules are understood and practiced by those who
participate in classroom activities. “Children act within the larger community from which they
garner expectations concerning their roles and actions” (Kos & Maslowski, 2001, p. 568).
Bruner (1996) states, “Meaning making involves situating encounters with the world in
their appropriate cultural contexts in order to know ‘what they are about’” (p.3). This echoes the
words of others (Dyson, 1992; 2008; Kantor, Miller, & Fernie, 1992; Schultz & Fecho, 2000) in
that experiences and the various cultures to which one belongs influence the understanding of the
world at large. The classroom is no exception. Both students and teachers belong to many
different cultures, and yet, they hold at least one in common—the classroom. While the culture is
the same, the experiences that each brings can vary and therefore cause different meanings to be
made. Bruner (1996) also noted, “It is culture that provides the tools for organizing and
understanding our worlds in communicable ways” (p. 3). Teachers and students work together in
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the classroom to develop a set of rules or norms that are then accepted and followed by most.
This allows daily routines to run smoothly and for the teacher and students to interact with each
other during learning.
Dyson (2003) states, “Children’s accumulation of resources is tied to their participation
in the varied practices that comprise their sociocultural landscapes” (p. 183). Children are
constantly taking in new knowledge from their experiences and those they interact with each
day. The classroom is no exception, in that students interact with one another formally and
informally. Likewise, students interact with the teacher each day as well. These social
interactions inform the cultural norms that children learn for their classroom. Furthermore,
Dyson (2016) posits, “we now know that children navigate a plurality of pathways, reflecting the
variety of sociocultural worlds that they inhabit and their own idiosyncratic inclinations and
experiences” (p. 142). These echo Dyson’s earlier work in that children are participants in
multiple cultures at any given time and they all influence the various situations in which they
find themselves throughout the course of a school day.
Additionally, “according to Vygotskian theory, learning is facilitated through the
assistance of more knowledgeable members of the community and higher level mental
processes” (Morrow & Gambrell, 2000, pp. 574-575). Vygotsky (1978) defined the zone of
proximal development as “the distance between the actual developmental level as determined by
independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86). What
this means is that children are often capable of achieving at a higher level than expected if they
are given support by someone who is more capable. In doing so, the children are supported, or
scaffolded, to move on to the next level of development. The tasks that were once difficult can
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now be achieved independently. According to Vygotsky (1978), “learning should be matched in
some manner with the child’s developmental level” (p. 85). Vygotsky's ideas also support
writing as social in nature. Schultz and Fecho (2000) state that “learning can be construed as
collaborative and dependent on interaction. It is inherently social” (p. 53). Dyson (2003) also
corroborates these ideas by stating, “active adults matter: to realize their potential, children
require interaction with knowing others” (p. 179, emphasis in original). Students need the
support of their teacher as well as their peers to succeed.

Problem Statement

Writing has not always been at the forefront of education. This is especially true in the
research of writing, which had its beginnings in the 1970s (Nystrand, 2006). The National
Writing Commission (2003) posited that “despite the neglect of writing instruction, it would be
false to claim that most students cannot write. What most students cannot do is write well” (p.
16). In a study of writing instruction in American schools, Applebee and Langer (2006)
analyzed data from the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), focusing
specifically on writing and changes that have occurred over time. With regard to a lack of
emphasis being placed on writing instruction, Applebee and Langer state that reading has been
assessed more frequently than writing on a national scale. While it appears that there has been
more focus on writing and its instruction, students are not writing very much or for very long
(Applebee & Langer, 2006). The Common Core Standards (National Governors Association
Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010) states that “to meet
these goals, students must devote significant time and effort to writing, producing numerous
pieces over short and extended time frames throughout the year” (p. 18). This echoes the
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statements made by Applebee and Langer (2006) regarding the need for students to be writing
more in the classroom and to be writing pieces of varied length and genre across all subject
areas. The National Commission on Writing (2003) states, “Writing today is not a frill for the
few, but an essential skill for the many” (p. 11). It is imperative that writing takes the forefront in
education today so students will be ready for college and careers that lie ahead of them. On the
National Writing Project (2016) website, the following is stated, “Writing is essential to
communication, learning, and citizenship. It is the currency of the new workplace and global
economy. Writing helps us convey ideas, solve problems, and understand our changing world.
Writing is the bridge to the future.” In a national study exploring the instructional practices of
teachers throughout the United States, Cutler and Graham (2008) found that teachers were using
both process writing and skills-based strategies to teach writing. Cutler and Graham believe it is
necessary to first understand how writing is taught in classrooms and then make
recommendations for improving instruction. Recommendations from Graham and Cutler’s study
echo those of the National Commission on Writing (2003) in that students in primary grades
should be writing more and incorporating technology into writing, teachers of writing need the
proper preparation to feel comfortable teaching writing, and students’ writing progress needs to
be monitored in alignment with current standards. Along these same lines, Calkins and
Ehrenworth (2016) state that “when students participate in a culture that values writing, are given
explicit instruction in the skills and strategies of proficient writing, and work toward crystal-clear
goals and receive feedback on their progress, their writing skills increase dramatically” (p. 8).
Time to write, explicit instruction, and feedback are key components that need to be granted to
students in order for them to become proficient writers.
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Research has also demonstrated that beliefs and attitudes about writing can play an
important role in teachers’ instruction as well as in students’ learning. In his review of writing in
primary school, Boscolo (2010) describes three dimensions for teaching writing: continuity of
writing, complexity of writing, and writing as a social activity. These three dimensions are
woven together in the development of writing. These dimensions can challenge teachers’ beliefs
about writing and how it should be taught. Some teachers may identify writing as being an
independent academic activity in which little, if any, interaction occurs with others. Boscolo
(2010) suggests, “Learning to be a good writer also means acquiring a positive attitude or
disposition to writing” (p. 306). Boscolo (2010) continues by setting forth a need for research
investigating the development of students’ beliefs about writing by teachers of writing. Rarely
are students’ attitudes and perceptions considered in the curriculum teachers are expected to
teach. Similarly, Hidi and Boscolo (2006) put out a call for additional research examining the
social nature of writing as well as the affective components of writing. Additionally, Pajares,
Miller, and Johnson (1999) asserted that self-efficacy and writing has been an area largely
ignored by researchers.
Finally, in reviewing the literature in the area of writing and students’ beliefs about
writing in Chapter 2, it will be shown that additional research is needed in this area of students’
perceptions toward writing and themselves as writers (Bottomley, Henk, & Melnick, 1997/1998;
Codling & Gambrell, 1997; Graham, Beringer, & Fan, 2007; Graham, Schwartz, & MacArthur,
1993; Kear, Coffman, McKenna, & Ambrosio, 2000; Knudson, 1995; Kos & Maslowski, 2001;
Lin, Monroe, & Troia, 2007; Nolen, 2007; Saddler & Graham, 2007). Additionally, Pajares
(2003) states that a majority of studies about student self-efficacy in writing was originally
conducted with college students as opposed to elementary aged students. There has been limited

11
research focused on third grade students as participants. Therefore, additional research is needed
to understand third grade students as writers and their perceptions about writing.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore the perceptions of third grade
students in terms of how they viewed both themselves as writers and their own writing. This
study sought to investigate how students participated in writing time by looking at the
interactions students engaged in with their peers. Third grade students at different attitude levels,
as defined by the researcher, were studied to gain insight into the social interactions in the
classroom and the genres of writing produced by the participants in the study.

Research Questions

The following questions guided the research study.
1.

What are third grade students’ perceptions of themselves as writers and their own
writing and how do the perceptions develop throughout the course of the study?

2a. How do students at different attitude levels interact with their peers in the classroom?
2b. What social interactions, during writing, do third grade students engage in
throughout the course of the study?
3.

What genres of writing do students at different attitude levels produce over the
course of the study?
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Significance of the Study

Reading, writing, and arithmetic are the three R's of education. In the field of literacy,
there has been quite a focus on reading but not nearly as much on writing. According to the
National Writing Commission (2003), “Writing, education’s second “R” has become the
neglected element of American school reform” (p. 9). Similarly, Applebee and Langer (2009)
report that with the implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act much of the focus was on
the improvement of reading instead of literacy as a whole entity. Writing is a skill that is used by
the majority of people in everyday life: at home, at school, and at work. While writing
instruction does occur in classrooms, “the quality of writing must be improved if students are to
succeed in college and in life” (National Commission on Writing, 2003, p. 7).
This study is significant in that it addresses students at a specific grade level, third grade.
There are several reasons why third grade was chosen for this study. First, No Child Left Behind
(2002) mandated that standardized assessments begin in third grade. While writing itself has not
been assessed in recent years, students are still expected to complete written responses in both
reading and math. Second, with the recent introduction of the Common Core Standards (National
Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010)
standardized writing assessments will be administered to students in third through eighth grades.
According to the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC,
2012), a performance-based assessment will be given to students to assess writing while
analyzing text (PARCC, 2012). Pajares (2003) states that “writing self-efficacy beliefs and
writing performances are related” (p. 144). However, there have been mixed results when
looking at students’ attitudes and motivation toward writing as they get older. In her studies,
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Knudson (1995) found that as students progressed through elementary school, their positive
attitudes about writing began to become more negative. On the other hand, Graham et al. (2007)
did not find significant differences in the attitudes of first and third grade students. The results of
the current study will allow teachers to gain awareness of third grade students’ attitudes and
perceptions toward writing.

Delimitations of the Study

In the current study, participation of students was delimited to third grade students in the
researcher’s classroom. Students in all other grade levels were excluded. Only students who
returned the consent form participated. This study was delimited to the investigation of students
at three different attitude levels, as defined by the researcher. Finally, this study took place from
October to March because the researcher left for maternity leave in the middle of March.

Assumptions

Several assumptions were important to acknowledge in the current study. First, a majority
of the data collected were self-reported by the participants. It was assumed that the participants
answered honestly. Second, the students who participated in the study were third grade students
and may not have had experience with being formally interviewed in a one-on-one situation. The
researcher was also the classroom teacher, which could have led to some challenges, including
the students giving answers to interview questions that reflected what they thought the teacher
wanted to hear.
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Methodology

The current qualitative study used a case study approach. The cases were the third grade
students at the three defined attitude levels. Data were collected from the students through the
form of the Writing Attitude Survey (WAS; Kear et al., 2000), one-on-one interviews,
observations, and writing samples. Data were collected from October through March during the
2012-2013 school year.

Organization of the Study

This qualitative study is organized into six chapters. Chapter 1 provides an overview and
a rationale for the study. Chapter 2 expands on the theoretical framework and presents a review
of the literature that supports the study. Chapter 3 describes the methodology utilized to conduct
the study. Chapter 4 presents the findings based on data collected from the study. Chapter 5
presents a model for the study as well as cross case analysis. Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the
findings and implications as well as recommendations for future research.

CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

The literature review presented here begins by taking a look at the general hallmarks of
writing development from emergent writing to third grade as well as the expectations set forth by
the Common Core State Standards. A look at the social nature of writing is then presented. Tools
that educators can use to gain insight into students' perceptions about writing and themselves as
writers are also discussed. The role of motivation in writing is also explored. Finally, gender and
its relation to writing self-efficacy and the texts produced by students are discussed.

Writing Development

Children come to school with various levels of knowledge when it comes to their ideas
about literacy. This has a lot to do with the experiences they have had as well as how their home
environment has supported their literacy development. “It is important to remember that what
children do as writers depends largely on the context in which they write and on their
backgrounds as writers” (Calkins, 1986, p. 33). A literate environment, both at home and at
school, is important to children’s literacy development. Children need to be exposed to a variety
of writing materials, such as different kinds of paper and different kinds of writing tools
(Calkins, 1986). It is important to note that the development of children as writers from informal
learning at home to formal learning at school described below is meant to give a general picture
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of what one can usually observe at a given age or grade level. Scope and sequence charts are
difficult to use with writing because of the developmental nature of writing (Calkins, 1986).
Additionally, the Common Core Standards (National Governors Association Center for
Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010) have challenged educators
throughout the United States to better prepare students from kindergarten through twelfth grade
for college and careers. These standards set forth grade level expectations that students should
attain at the conclusion of the given grade level. The standards for writing begin with ten anchor
standards that are divided into four strands. These anchor standards are the same for grades
kindergarten through fifth, and the four strands are stated as the following: “Text types and
purposes, Production and distribution of writing, Research to build and present knowledge, and
Range of writing” (p. 18). These four strands help organize the grade specific standards, of
which there are ten. When looking at the grade specific standards, two of the standards do not
begin until third grade, and one of the standards does not begin until fourth grade. Three genres
are the main focus of the Common Core Standards (National Governors Association Center for
Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010): opinion pieces,
informative/explanatory, and narrative.
When looking at children’s ideas about reading and writing, Graves (1983) found that
“when children come to school about ninety percent believe they can write. Only fifteen percent
believe they can read” (p. 184). It is important for educators to continue to foster children's
beliefs in themselves as writers. But how does one accomplish this task of extending children’s
writing experiences so that they are successful? Calkins (1986) suggests that “our job is to
respond to children’s products in such a way that youngsters learn that marks on the paper have
the power to convey meaning” (p. 38). In doing this, children come to understand that their
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writing is valued and will want to continue to learn about writing. We need to acknowledge that
children are writing, even when we, as adults, may not be able to read the writing they have
composed (Calkins, 1986; Sulzby & Teale, 2003).
One of the earliest forms of writing children produce is drawings. Young children
experiment with writing, often in the form of scribbling. Once children have a writing tool in
their hand, they quickly learn that the tool will usually leaves marks on the writing surface
(Baghban, 2007). This early scribbling usually does not have any meaning behind it; instead the
scribbles are just marks on a piece of paper (McGee & Richgels, 2008). Soon, as children begin
to understand that print carries meaning, these scribbles begin to closely resemble real writing
(Baghban, 2007; Mayer, 2007; McGee & Richgels, 2008).
Progression in writing continues as children begin to label their drawings, first orally and
then in a written form. However, letters children write will most likely still be illegible to others
and sometimes even to the composer of the text. As children begin to represent their writing with
letters, these letters are often what McGee and Richgels (2008) refer to as mock letters. These
mock letters resemble real letters. Young children will often string random letters together to
convey their meaning (Mayer, 2007; McGee & Richgels, 2008). One of the first words children
write is their name. This is because they enjoy seeing their name in print and it is meaningful to
them (Kantor et al., 1992; Mayer, 2007). This development in writing often begins in the
informal setting of a child’s home and will continue as he or she enters into formal schooling.
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Writing Development and the CCSS in Kindergarten and First Grade

As children enter kindergarten and first grade, one can observe how they are growing as
writers. Drawing continues to be a hallmark of writing in kindergarten and first grade and often
drives children’s attempts at writing words to accompany the picture. Children will talk about the
pictures, often giving a more detailed description of the story than is actually represented
(Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011). However, Calkins (1986) cautions that drawing can
actually limit children’s writing as they become ensconced in a realm of things they can draw
and do not move beyond to this realm because they cannot draw something they wish to write
about in a piece of text.
As children begin drafting the first attempt at a piece of text (Institute of Education
Sciences, 2012), it is important for the teacher to make a range of writing materials to choose
from available each day. As children begin to experiment with writing, they continue to use oral
language as a scaffold to written language. Conventions of writing, such as spelling, grammar
usage, and punctuation, begin to emerge, as these are taught to children, usually with a focus on
using correct punctuation. Once children grasp these conventions, they run with them, often
overusing what they have learned. Basic organizational structures begin to emerge in the texts
they are writing (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011).
In revision, the process of “making content changes after students first have evaluated
problems within their text that obscure their intended meaning” (Institute of Education Sciences,
2012, p. 14), kindergarten and first grade children are sharing their stories with each other. This
sharing can lead to the addition of text by the writer. Children begin to reread what they have
written for the content but often require assistance with this process. Children frequently
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compose their writing in handmade books, sheets of paper stapled together, and during the
process of revision, books may be split into multiple pages (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich,
2011).
In kindergarten, much of the focus of the CCSS is on using drawing in conjunction with
dictation and beginning to write sentences in the three focus genres. It is noted in the standards
that adult guidance may be needed to complete these writing tasks, similar to Vygotsky’s (1978)
idea of scaffolding. With a teacher’s help, students will be able to accomplish writing tasks that
might be considered too difficult on their own. Exploration into research is also covered in the
standards at the kindergarten level as well as incorporating technology into writing and learning
to add to a piece of written text (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices,
Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010).
Building on the CCSS expectations in kindergarten, first grade students continue to work
in the three focus genres. They are expanding their writing and being asked to write about more
events, to include additional facts, to support their opinion with a reason, to use temporal words
in their narratives, and to begin providing closure to their texts. The teacher provides scaffolds
for students as they continue to add to their writing based on given suggestions and use
technology in their writing. Students are engaged in research, both shared and individually, to
find answers to questions and to begin to write using a sequential order (National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010).

Writing Development in Second Grade

As children move into second grade, they begin to think about the end product they are
attempting to create; they demonstrate an increase in writing fluency and begin to spend more
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time on writing one piece of text (Calkins, 1986). This being said, Calkins (1986) refers to
second grade as “the land of opposites” (p. 67), as there are so many differences in children’s
writing at this age. What one child may be able to do with writing may be the exact opposite of
the next child.
During second grade, children begin to demonstrate audience awareness, which can lead
to difficulties in getting started with writing. They are also less confident in their writing and
always want to be right (Calkins, 1986). Children may talk with each other while they are
preparing to write and when choosing a topic (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011).
The drafting of writing in second grade may be a noisy process as children often talk with
each other as they are writing their text. Students also may verbalize the words as they are
writing them (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011). A hallmark of second grade writing is
what Calkins (1986) called bed to bed stories. This type of writing begins at the beginning of a
child’s day and ends with the going of bed for the day. Bed to bed stories can be seen in any
number of topics that children write about from the very beginning to the very end (Calkins,
1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011). All about books are also common, in which children write
everything that they know about a topic. During second grade, children begin to be more aware
of the conventions of writing in the books that they are reading. These conventions will often
make an appearance in the writing of the children (Calkins, 1986).
The revision process in second grade can be a messy one, as children will often actually
cut apart their writing. This is done so that they can take out unwanted sections, insert additional
text as needed, and make changes to the wording that was used (Calkins, 1986; Farris &
Werderich, 2011).
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In second grade, students are building on the knowledge gained through the CCSS from
previous years. Students are expected to have several reasons and linking words as well as an
introduction and conclusion when writing an opinion piece. When writing
informative/explanatory texts, students are now asked to include facts and definitions as support
for their topic. Including actions, thoughts, and feelings in a narrative piece of text focused on
one event or several events in a sequence is the expectation at second grade. Students are also
participating in research with their peers and teacher as well as incorporating technology into
their writing. Beginning in second grade, there is more emphasis on editing and revising
(National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School
Officers, 2010).

Writing Development in Third Grade

When looking at writing development in third grade, Calkins (1986) noted that there is a
focus on handwriting and conventions as opposed to the content of the text. Children in third
grade often choose a single topic that is broad and need help to narrow in on a focus for their
writing. As with children in second grade, third grade students continue to talk about the ideas
they are selecting for writing (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011).
Personal narratives are the genre of choice for third grade students. These narratives are
often step by step and get straight to the point. Little is elaborated on in students’ text, and they
tend not to reflect on what they are writing. Little time is spent looking back on the writing as it
progresses. Conventions are regularly overused once they have been introduced to third grade
students. Revision in third grade is seen by most students as correcting mistakes rather than
making changes and improving their writing (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011).
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Through the use of surveys and interviews with students in first through sixth grades,
Knudson (1995) noticed some changes that appeared beginning in third grade with regard to
writing. In third grade, students began to focus on the process of writing as opposed to just the
finished product. Additionally, Knudson (1995) noted that a connection between learning to
write at home and at school was formed by third graders in the study. Third grade students also
reported that they “will write more, will concentrate, will think, or that they will engage in
strategies that should help them compose a more coherent text” (p. 94). This is different than the
ideas of Calkins (1986) and Farris and Werderich (2011), who reported that students in third
grade do not reflect on their writing and do not always look back at what they have written.
Third grade continues to build on knowledge from the previous grades, but it also
introduces two new standards. One of these standards involves students writing for varying time
frames, both extended and shorter, using different tasks for a variety of audiences and purposes.
The other standard introduced in third grade is producing writing that fits the task and purpose at
hand with the assistance of a teacher. The three focus genres continue to be expanded in third
grade. Students are expected to support a point of view in opinion pieces to produce a written
text that also has an appropriate organizational structure that includes an introduction, multiple
reasons, the use of linking words, and a conclusion. Expectations for informative/explanatory
writing are similar to those of opinion pieces in that an organizational structure is to be used to
share information. Facts, definitions, and details are to be added to the text in addition to
illustrations to support the topic. Narrative writing should be in a sequential order in which the
thoughts, feelings, and actions of the characters are shown. Dialogue is also used in narrative
writing. Students are expanding their research skills by taking notes from various sources,
including print as well as digital sources. The use of technology in writing continues to be
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expected as third grade students publish finished pieces of text and collaborate with their peers.
The writing process is emphasized as students move through planning, drafting, revising, editing,
and publishing (National Governors Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief
State School Officers, 2010).
While the descriptions above give a general account of what one might expect in each
grade level with regard to writing, Dyson (1987) cautions that the composing processes of
children within a grade level may differ from the given hallmarks. In her study, Dyson presents
three first grade students in an urban school and shows the differences among the composing
processes of each child. The first child focused on using his drawings as well as his social
interactions with his peers to compose his text. He focused on encoding when actually writing
his text, and his drawing supported him while he wrote. The second child focused on designing
his picture and was often observed to be quiet for extended periods of time. Unlike the first child,
this child did not engage in collaboration with his peers during his writing process. However,
similar to the first child, encoding was a focus during the writing process. The third child in the
study did not always engage in drawing as a prewriting strategy. While she did engage in talking
when writing, the talk was not often related to her writing. Her texts were often repetitive and
composed quickly. As a concluding remark, Dyson states, “We do not want to ‘overeat,’ in
Manuel’s words, when a child fails to meet our expectations but, rather, by looking at that whole
child working with a complex whole tool, we want to see the sense—the music—of each young
composer” (p. 440). While some of the hallmarks of first grade writing development (Calkins,
1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011) can be seen in the children from Dyson’s (1987) study, it is
important to also acknowledge differences in children’s writing development.
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The above look at the writing development of children from kindergarten through third
grade demonstrates a progression from one grade to the next. With the introduction of the
Common Core Standards, expectations have been set for student achievement at each grade
level. The next section explores the role of social interactions in children’s writings.

Exploring the Social Nature of Writing: Interactions, Knowledge, and Perceptions

Writing is a process in which, on many occasions, individuals interact with others to
create a piece of text that communicates meaning. This process of social interaction is often a
key component in children’s writing. Dyson (1992) observed two kindergarten students and two
first grade students in the classroom during writing time. She was exploring how these students
interacted with their peers and how this interaction affected their writing. One of the children’s
favorite parts of writing time in this classroom was the sharing time that came after children had
completed the composition of their texts. Dyson (1992) articulated the following regarding this
sharing time, “Each child’s text was both a response and an anticipation: a shaped response to
the symbolic world-sharing that happened before and an embodied anticipation of the class
response to follow” (p. 439). These children wrote in specific genres or created specific pieces to
elicit a certain response from the class. They created new genres, such as songs, that created a
new wave of enthusiasm for writing and sharing among the children. These genres allowed the
children to navigate among the various cultures or worlds they were participants in, such as the
“official school world,” “the peer world,” and “the world of their sociocultural community”
(Dyson, 1992, p. 441). As children participate in these various cultures, they begin to learn the
social values that are a part of each culture. There may be some overlap, but each culture has a
definitive set of values children must learn to actively participate.
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While observing these children, Dyson (1992) was able to notice how the interaction with
their peers informed the students’ texts, both oral and written. These interactions varied from
student to student but were critical in the development of the text. “Oral and written texts emerge
from a distinctly sociocultural process. Certain kinds of sense—certain kinds of narratives—only
evolved given certain kinds of responsive relationships with other people” (p. 445). This
demonstrates that the various interactions the students had throughout the course of the writing
time produced certain kinds of texts. Without these interactions, it is likely these texts would be
dramatically different. Due to the interactions students had with each other, they felt comfortable
sharing their work. They believed in themselves as writers and in the writing community that had
been created.
In a similar observational situation, Dyson (2008) observed students in a first grade
classroom. Again the different cultural arenas were noted by Dyson (2008) as official and
unofficial writing practices through which children have to negotiate their writing journeys. The
observed classroom was very skills-based and was participating in Reading First, in which
research-based programs were used. The writing that took place in this classroom occurred
during journal time, and each session was very similar in the way in which it unfolded. The
teacher modeled what was expected: a quick picture to satisfy the planning phase of writing and
then the writing would follow below the picture. Many skills were taught during this modeled
writing, yet the children rarely commented on this aspect of writing. The children were then
given the chance to work on their independent writing. Conferencing sometimes occurred, and
the children’s favorite part, sharing, only took place if time permitted (Dyson, 2008).
Through collaboration with their peers, Dyson (2008) found that students were often able
to add text to what they had already written. The students interacted with not only their peers but
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also with the teachers and researcher. Through the interactions, students were encouraged to
elaborate on the piece of text on which they were working. Ideas were shared and text was
composed. The students often wrote about going to play games at each other’s homes, an event
that never really happened. Through conversations, pieces of text emerged. However, Dyson
(2008) found that often the students’ conversations were much richer than the writing they
actually produced. “Thus, even as the enacted curriculum guided children into writing, it left
them to their own devices as they entered into practices and made use of conventions other than
those they had in mind” (Dyson, 2008, p. 143).
Relating back to the previously mentioned ideas of official and unofficial writing
practices, it was found that students often did more in their writing than what was actually
modeled by the teacher in her writing. Students realized there was a time and a place for certain
types of writing. Due to this realization, they often engaged in writing activities, such as making
lists, creating maps, and writing books outside of the regular writing time (Dyson, 2008).
However, none of these additional writing practices would have happened without the social
interaction that took place, usually on the playground.
In a study conducted by Power (1991), first grade students’ interactions with one another
were observed to determine how they contributed to the text composition during writing
workshop. Sharing time in this classroom became an important social event in which students
were able to receive feedback from one another regarding their writing. One student from the
classroom was identified as being both a strong writer and a leader in the classroom. This student
created a new genre of writing, the pop-up book, which she shared with her classmates. Similar
to the students previously mentioned in Dyson’s (1992) study, the students in this classroom
became excited about exploring this genre and about writing their very own pop-up books. Soon
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everyone was creating a pop-up book to share with the class. The students knew that this type of
writing would elicit more meaningful responses than any other genre in which they might write.
Eventually, when the student leader no longer wrote using this particular genre, the fascination
with the pop-up book began to fade. Power concluded, “These students are learning to integrate
their experiences and their concerns into the routines of school life. They are in the process of
learning how to get along socially and academically within their school and home cultures”
(Power, 1991, p. 64). As with Dyson’s (1992, 2008) previously mentioned ideas of social
interactions, students were learning how their literacy experiences fit within the larger domain of
the cultures to which they belong, particularly home, school, and peer cultures.
A first grade student’s writing journey was explored by Sipe (1998). This student was
observed during writing time so the process he went through could be analyzed. In this
classroom, “the teacher encouraged the children to talk with each other while they were writing
and provided time for them to share their writing with each other” (p. 361). This teacher valued
the social interactions that often occurred among the children as they were composing text.
Through the observations in this case study, Sipe was able to examine the specific interactions
this student had with his peers. It was found that at the beginning of the year, the student
primarily interacted with the teacher whenever he needed help, particularly with spelling a word.
The student would also have these same types of interactions with some of his peers.
Additionally, the student would share comments about random ideas with his peers. These ideas
often had no connection to the writing in which he was engaged (Sipe, 1998).
By the end of the year, Sipe (1998) found that the nature of the student’s interaction with
his peers had changed. He was no longer sharing random pieces of information but instead was
making comments that actually pertained to the writing activity. Through an encouraging
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environment set forth by his teacher, this student was able to positively interact with his peers
throughout the year, and eventually it led to input on his creation of text. Sipe (1998) concluded,
Writers need to have the opportunity of deciding for themselves when they will interact
with others, and when they will be alone with their thoughts. The concept of the social
construction of meaning suggests that learners internalize sociocultural values and
practices; these values and practices are in evidence even when children are engaged in
solitary pursuits. (p. 379)
So even though a child may not actively be engaged with his or her peers, the child may still be
applying the practices learned in the classroom culture to his or her writing. Similarly,
interactions may lead a student to develop and change his or her perceptions about himself or
herself as a writer.
Second grade students’ perceptions of writing and the impact social conversations had
on the students’ writing was examined by Kos and Maslowski (2001). Using observations, notes,
and interviews, the researchers discovered some insight into what the students thought about
themselves as writers as well as their process of writing. Students were individually interviewed
in January and May. In addition, the researchers formed writing groups in March to foster
discussion about writing while the students worked. These groups met twice a week and were
facilitated by the teacher and researchers. During this time students were able to choose their
own topic and had the benefit of the teacher's support. Discussions occurred among the students
themselves and also among the students and the adult (Kos & Maslowski, 2001).
Prompts for the interviews in January were “What do you need to do to become a better
writer?” (Kos & Maslowski, 2001, p. 572) and “Who do you think is a good writer?” (p. 574).
When the responses were coded, the majority of responses fell into the categories of handwriting,
mechanics, and spelling. The students were again interviewed in May and asked the following
questions: “How have you changed as a writer this year?" and "What makes somebody a good
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writer?” (p. 580). Similar to responses in January, many of the students focused on how they had
improved their handwriting. In addition, several of the students were beginning to view writers
as people who wrote often and had many ideas. Responses to the interview questions in May still
focused on handwriting, mechanics, and spelling.
Observational notes were taken during the times the writing groups met. During these
group meetings, talk about selecting ideas, planning and organizing the writing, ownership over
their stories, and understanding the audience for which they were writing dominated the
conversations. There was little talk about handwriting and spelling (Kos & Maslowski, 2001). It
was concluded that “the interactive and scaffolded nature of the writing groups likely freed
students to exhibit their growing knowledge of expanded criteria for what they considered good
writing, even though they could not yet independently talk about them” (Kos & Maslowski,
2001, p. 584). This conclusion was based on discrepancies between interview data and
observational notes collected during the group writing sessions. During the interviews, the
students’ discussion of writing revolved mainly around handwriting, mechanics, and spelling,
whereas when the students were actually engaged in writing, their discussions focused more on
ideas and organizing the writing. The social interaction among their peers and teachers provided
students with a venue for further developing their perceptions and thoughts related to writing.
Several studies have compared the perceptions of students who are typically developing
writers with those of struggling writers. Some of these studies have also explored the effect age
has on students’ perceptions of writing and themselves as writers. Graham, Schwartz, and
MacArthur (1993) explored the similarities and differences between learning disabled (LD)
students and normally achieving students with regard to their knowledge about writing as well as
their attitudes toward writing. Interviews were conducted individually with students using open-
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ended questions. An attitude scale with a Likert-type scale and a self-efficacy measure were also
administered. It was found that “the normally achieving students consistently generated more
different responses to each of the eight open-ended questions than did the students with LD”
(Graham et al., 1993, p. 242). The answers given by the normally developing students tended to
be more mature and emphasized meaning in writing and the process of writing as opposed to the
product that was written.
The research by Graham et al. (1993) was replicated and expanded by Saddler and
Graham (2007). Their subjects were fourth graders, and Saddler and Graham looked at
knowledge as it related to writing and strategies used when writing. They used student writing
samples and individually administered interviews. Saddler and Graham found, similar to the
previously mentioned study, that more skilled students had greater knowledge about writing than
less skilled students. Knowledge of writing may affect how students perceive themselves as
writers and their own writing. If this is the case, knowing both a student’s level of achievement
and his/her perceptions about writing would be necessary for writing instruction to be successful.
Similarly, Lin, Monroe, and Troia (2007) set out to look at the development of writing
among typically developing students (TW) and students who struggled with writing (SW).
Subjects were 28 students from grades two through eight, four at each grade level. Two students
at each grade level were identified by their teachers as typically developing writers and two
students at each grade level were also identified as struggling writers. Data were collected in
“semi-structured, individually administered interview[s]” (Lin et al., 2007, p. 211). Students
were asked 10 open-ended questions during December and January. Each interview lasted about
20-30 minutes. Follow-up questions were asked as necessary, and the interviews were audio tape
recorded.
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Differences were found in student responses across grade levels as well as across ability
levels (Lin et al., 2007). Typical writers in middle school tended to elaborate on the question,
demonstrate metacognitive knowledge, and discuss “abstract and concrete features of writing”
(Lin et al., 2007, p. 213). Typical writers in elementary school had short responses and did not
elaborate unless asked to do so. Lin et al. state, “Overall, we found that writing knowledge
increases with age. However, discrepancies in writing knowledge among TW’s and SW’s
appeared to widen with age” (p. 213).
“Typical middle school writers showed a more sophisticated understanding of writing
purposes than their younger counterparts and students with writing difficulties” (Lin et al., 2007,
p. 215). In terms of what constitutes good writing, older students had a more balanced approach
to looking at good writing, whereas younger students and struggling students at all grade levels
tended to focus on the mechanics and appearance of writing. In addition, “Nearly three-fourths of
all students mentioned that the reason they have difficulty with writing is because they do not
pay attention in class or because they fail to comply with teacher instructions” (p. 217). Students
perceived that good writing is mostly defined by mechanics and how the writing looks. These
perceptions may influence how students produce a piece of text.
Students were asked questions about the writing process, specifically focusing on
planning and revising. Every student mentioned some sort of physical representation they used
when planning to write, and once they reached fourth grade, graphic organizers were the sole
physical representation mentioned. Lin et al. (2007) note "that none of the students in our study
displayed any prewriting strategies when they provided writing samples for the larger study” (p.
219). The answers in regard to revising were similar to those about planning. Surface features, as
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well as content and organization, were mentioned as being revised by TW middle school
students and TW students in elementary school.
The studies mentioned above demonstrate the powerful connections children made by
interacting with their peers and teachers when engaged in the process of writing. These
interactions allow children to explore principles associated with writing such as choosing a topic
to write about, various conventions of writing, and expectations related to writing in the
classroom culture. The above mentioned studies also demonstrate students’ differing knowledge
regarding writing. This body of research shows that those students who are more skilled in
writing tend to also be more knowledgeable about writing. Students’ knowledge about writing is
sometimes demonstrated but cannot be verbalized, as in the case of the second grade students
(Kos & Maslowski, 2001). This literature review will now turn to tools that can help teachers
better understand how students view writing and themselves as writers.

How Students Perceive Themselves as Writers: Tools for Thought

In recent years, the issues of student perceptions, attitudes, and self-efficacy have become
more widely researched. Previously, much of the research in the field of writing had centered on
cognitive models related to the processes used by writers (Pajares, 2003). Several instruments for
helping researchers and educators learn about these ideas in their own students have been created
and tested. These instruments can provide teachers with information that can lead to
differentiated instruction to meet the needs of all their students. Most of these instruments consist
of checklists, Likert-scale items, or interviews.
One such tool developed for use with students in grades two through six is The
Motivation to Write Profile (Codling & Gambrell, 1997). It consists of Likert-scale items as well
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as interview questions. According to the developers (Codling & Gambrell, 1997), “The Writing
Survey provides information about the value students place on writing and the influence of their
self-concepts as writers” (p. 5). Having the information provided by this profile, teachers are able
to discern how students view themselves as writers. Having this information could help teachers
know what sorts of writing activities to plan for their students and determine whether the
activities change students' motivation for writing. In addition, teachers are afforded insight into
what students deem as important when it comes to writing. This, too, can help teachers plan
writing instruction geared toward specific students (Codling & Gambrell, 1997).
Similar instruments, including the Writer’s Self-Perception Scale (Bottomley, Henk, &
Melnick, 1997/1998) and the Writing Attitude Survey (Kear, Coffman, McKenna, & Ambrosio,
2000) have also been developed to give teachers insight into what their students think and know
about writing as well as how they perceive themselves as writers. Each of these instruments uses
a Likert-type scale for students to answer questions. Information gained from these tools can
help teachers plan instruction by considering which activities the students viewed as positive and
identifying which students have a poor attitude toward writing. In addition, these instruments can
be used as pre- and post-measures to gauge how students’ views change throughout the school
year as a result of instruction or use of a specific program (Bottomley et al., 1997/1998; Kear et
al., 2000).
One additional tool that might be useful in determining students’ views of themselves as
writers and the writing process is the Writing Dispositions Scale (Piazza & Siebert, 2008). This
scale uses three affective stances: confidence, persistence, and passion. The authors of the scale
believe that students' answers can help teachers understand how their students’ dispositions
affect the writing that is produced as well as how the students feel about writing (Piazza &
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Siebert, 2008). While this section discussed tools for assessing students’ attitudes and
perceptions, the following section will present research in the area of writing and motivation.

Writing and Motivation

This section aims to explore the influence motivation has on writing. A study exploring
the four sources of self-efficacy on the writing self-efficacy beliefs of students as well as
differences between gender and academic level was conducted by Pajares et al. (2007). These
four sources of self-efficacy are mastery experience, vicarious experience, social persuasions,
and physiological and emotional states. More than 1,000 students in grades 4 to 11 participated
in the study. Students completed the Writing Self-Efficacy scale, and the teachers rated the
students’ writing competence. Results indicated that, regardless of gender or age level, the
mastery experiences perceived by students accounted for the greatest variance in writing selfefficacy beliefs. Additionally, Pajares et al. found that writing anxiety played a role in the
development of writing self-efficacy beliefs at all levels and that “writing self-efficacy beliefs
diminish as students move from elementary school to middle school, and then remain at that
level during high school” (p. 115).
The relation between students' achievement levels and their responses to challenging
tasks was studied by Miller and Meece (1999). They worked with low, average, and high
achieving third graders. These students were asked to complete four activities: two highchallenging and two low-challenging reading and writing activities that were a part of the
teacher’s normal instruction. Students were then interviewed by the researchers. Results
demonstrated that, regardless of academic level, the students responded more positively to the
high challenge activities (Miller & Meece, 1999). With this information, teachers may be more
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likely to offer more challenging activities to their students and also to talk with the students
about how they feel about certain reading and writing activities. This ties into the idea of
personal interest in which one chooses what she is interested in doing (Hidi & Boscolo, 2006;
Troia et al., 2012).
Students were followed by Nolen (2007) beginning in first grade and ending in third
grade to investigate changes over time in their motivation for reading and writing. Nolen
observed classrooms and interviewed students individually toward the end of each school year.
Additionally, the teachers were interviewed at the end of each school year. Through the teachers’
responses, Nolen identified the main goal of writing instruction held by first and second grade
teachers: “for students to gain confidence in their ability to communicate ideas in writing” (p.
250). Nolen found this goal was also held by teachers as students moved into second and third
grades. As the students progressed through the grades, choice in writing became more of an
option at the teachers’ discretion.
By third grade, there was a noticeable difference in the way writing instruction was
presented. One teacher mainly used teacher-directed activities, while the other teacher used a
form of writing workshop. Nolen (2007) found consistency between the responses of the students
and the goals for writing set forth by the teachers. Overall, she found that “increasing creative
control and choice may have increased student interest in writing” (p. 255) and that “social
context played an important role in the development of motivations for literacy in this sample”
(p. 256). With the information from the studies presented in this literature review, one can see
the importance of the perceptions, attitudes, and motivation students have toward writing and
how these can play a role in their writing development. Additionally, the social nature of writing
can also influence students’ writing development and motivation for writing.
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While attitudes are not part of the model of motivation set forth by Troia et al. (2012),
they have still been found to impact students’ affective stances toward writing. Students in two
third grade and two fourth grade classes were asked to answer questions related to their attitudes
about writing at the beginning of the school year and again at the end of the school year
(Rasinski & DeFord, 1986). There were two approaches to teaching writing in the different
classrooms. One approach was very traditional and skills-based, while the other approach was
more informal and incidental, with learning often revolving around thematic units. Students were
asked, “What is good writing?” (Rasinski & DeFord, 1986, p. 295), and results showed that a
majority of responses had to do with communicating a message, while a smaller percentage
focused on surface level features such as spelling and handwriting. Results showed that the
students in the traditional classroom responded with surface level features more often than
students in the informal classroom. Using a Likert-type scale, students were asked to respond to
the statement “I like to write” (Rasinski & DeFord, 1986, p. 296), and the majority of students in
both types of classrooms responded that they agreed with the statement. Students were also
asked to give a reason for engaging in writing activities, and the results indicated that students in
the informal classroom had a higher percentage of responses pertaining to internal motivation
than students in the traditional classroom. Results of Rasinski and DeFord’s study indicate
students generally “enjoy writing; see it as a meaningful process in their own lives” (p. 298).
The attitudes of students in first through sixth grades were investigated by Knudson
(1995) in a study in which she collected a writing sample and conducted interviews with
students. She found that “those with positive attitudes toward writing tend to be better writers”
(p. 94). She also noted that once students entered third grade, their ideas about writing began to
change so they focused more on how they were writing and the process they used while writing.
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In a study similar to Knudson’s (1995), Graham, Berninger, and Fan (2007) looked at
students in first and third grades in a large school district. Students completed a writing sample
and also answered questions on an attitude survey. No classroom observations were conducted.
They found that “students who were more positive about writing had higher writing
achievement” (p. 530). This would lead one to believe that it is important not only to foster a
child’s writing ability but also to foster a child’s attitude toward writing.
This section explored motivation and writing. Challenging writing activities tend to be
what students choose with relation to writing (Miller & Meece, 1999), and positive attitudes
toward writing were shown to have a correlation to writing achievement (Graham et al., 2007).

Teachers as Researchers

Teachers conducting research is often known as action research. According to Calhoun
(2002), action research is “seeking to understand and action on the best we know” and “continual
disciplined inquiry conducted to inform and improve our practice as educators” (p. 18). This
means that educators conduct research in their classroom so they can focus on an area to improve
and also to share what they find with their colleagues. In this way, teachers are choosing
professional development relevant to their classrooms and students. This form of research allows
teachers to learn more about their instruction and their students as well as the possibility of
informing school reform (Bradley-Levine, Smith, & Carr, 2009; Sagor, 2000).
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Conclusion

Chapter 2 provided a review of the literature that supports the study. The development of
children as writers through third grade was explored, ending with a look at the new Common
Core Standards. Researchers have concluded that social interactions within the classroom play a
role in how students see themselves as writers and how they progress through the writing process
(Dyson, 1992; 2008; Kos & Maslowski, 2001; Sipe, 1998). Additionally, differences were found
between grade levels and achievement levels with regard to perceptions and knowledge about
writing (Graham et al., 1993; Lin et al., 2007; Saddler & Graham, 2007). Knowing that
perceptions can have an impact on writing achievement and the knowledge students hold about
writing, several tools were presented that can assist teachers in determining the attitudes and
perceptions their students hold (Bottomley et al., 1997/1998; Codling & Gambrell, 1997; Kear et
al., 2000; Piazza & Siebert, 2008). Writing motivation plays a role in how students approach
writing (Pajares et al., 2007) and the types of writing activities they prefer to engage with when
writing (Miller & Meece, 1999). Finally, a look at the teacher as researcher was presented.
Chapter 3 presents the methodology used in this study.

CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this qualitative case study was to explore the perceptions of third grade
students in terms of how they viewed themselves as writers and how they viewed their own
writing. This study sought to investigate how students participated in free choice writing
activities, both individually and with their peers. Third grade students at different attitude levels,
as defined by the researcher, were studied to gain insight into the social interactions in the
classroom during writing time and the types of writing produced by the participants in the study.
The attitude levels were determined by students’ scores on the Writing Attitude Survey (Kear, et
al., 2000). Positive attitude students reported a percentile score of 75 or higher, neutral attitude
students reported a percentile score of 50-74, and negative attitude students reported a percentile
score of 49 or below.
In this chapter, the research design utilized for this study is explained as well as the
setting and participants. The timeframe for the study is discussed. Finally, the procedures for
data collection and data analysis are shared.

Research Design

This study utilized a qualitative case study approach. As defined by Creswell (2007),
Case study research is a qualitative approach in which the investigator explores a
bounded system (a case) or multiple bounded systems (cases) over time, through detailed,
in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information (e.g., observations,
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interviews, audiovisual material, and documents and reports), and reports a case
description and case-bound themes. (p. 73)
In this study, third grade students at different attitude levels were the cases. To gain insight into
the attitudes and perceptions of students’ multiple sources of information, such as the Writing
Attitude Survey (Kear, et al., 2000), semi-structured interviews, participant observation, and
writing samples were collected. A multiple case-study approach (Creswell, 2007) was used to
delve deeper into the attitudes and beliefs of third grade students within specific attitude levels:
positive, neutral, and negative that were defined for this study using percentile scores from the
WAS. Positive attitude students reported a percentile score of 75 or higher, neutral attitude
students reported a percentile score of 50-74, and negative attitude students reported a percentile
score of 49 or below.
Dyson and Genishi (2005) state, “In their case studies, qualitative researchers are
interested in the meaning people make of their lives in very particular contexts” (p. 9). This was
true for this study in which the researcher was interested in the meaning that third grade students
at different attitude levels make during writing time in the classroom. Additionally, Dyson and
Genishi (2005) posit, “researchers assume that learners and their teachers make sense of talk and
text within physical settings and through social activities that are informed by the world beyond
the visible one” (p. 9). The students in this case study were not only observed in the classroom
during writing time, but also the cultures and activities they engaged in outside the classroom
played a role in their perceptions and social interactions.

Research Questions

This study was guided by the following research questions:
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1.

What are third grade students’ perceptions of themselves as writers and their own
writing and how do the perceptions develop throughout the course of the study?

2a. How do students at different attitude levels interact with their peers and the teacher(s)
in the classroom?
2b. What social interactions, during writing, do third grade students engage in
throughout the course of the study?
3. What genres of writing do students at different attitude levels produce over the course
of the study?

Setting of the Study

This study took place in District 2000, a large school district in the western suburbs of
Chicago. The school district is comprised of three high schools, seven middle schools, 21
elementary schools, and one preschool. In 2012, 57% of the students enrolled in the district were
White, 9% were Black, 10% were Hispanic, 20% were Asian, 0% were Pacific Islander, 0%
were American Indian, and 5% were Multiracial. Fourteen percent of the students were lowincome, 5% of students were Limited English Proficient, and 9% had Individualized Education
Plans (IEP; Illinois Report Card, 2016).
Comparatively, Hartville Elementary School, a kindergarten through fifth grade
elementary school in District 2000 and the site for this study, is one in which 31% of students
were considered low-income. The racial/ethnic backgrounds of students enrolled in the school
were as follows: 39% White, 21% Black, 18% Hispanic, 18% Asian, 0% Pacific Islander, 0%
American Indian, and 3% Multiracial. Within the school, 8% of students had an IEP and 14% of
students were Limited English Proficient (Illinois Report Card, 2016).
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In 2012, District 2000 employed 1,781 teachers. The average number of years of
experience for teachers was 12.3 years. When looking at the education level of the teachers
throughout the district, 22.1% held bachelor degrees and 77.9% held master’s degrees.
Additionally, 24.1% of teachers were male, while 75.9% of teachers were female. The
racial/ethnic backgrounds of teachers in District 2000 were as follows: 90.6% White, 3% Black,
3.2% Hispanic, 2.6% Asian, .2% American Indian, and .3% 2 or more races (Illinois Report
Card, 2016).
Students in District 2000, beginning in third grade, took the Illinois Standard
Achievement Test (ISAT) during the 2012-2013 school year. Students in third, fourth, and fifth
grades took the reading and math tests. Fourth grade students also took a science test. The
percentage of students who met or exceeded standards on the ISAT for both District 2000 and
Hartville School, using new cut scores that aligned to the Common Core State Standards, are
reported in Table 1.
Table 1
ISAT Scores for Reading, Math, Science, and Writing,
% of Students Who Met or Exceeded Standards
Reading (2013)

Math (2013)

3rd

3rd

4th

5th

4th

Science (2013)
5th

3rd

4th

5th

District 2000

80% 80% 78% 80% 80% 82%

NA

92%

NA

Hartville
Elementary
School

66% 62% 60% 65% 50% 66%

NA

82%

NA
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Participant Selection

Convenience sampling (Mertens, 2005) was used to select the pool of third grade
students. As the researcher was a third grade teacher at Hartville Elementary School, she had
access to a class of third grade students. However, “as much as you might want to, you cannot
study everyone everywhere doing everything” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 27). This being
said, to delve deeper into the attitudes and perceptions of third grade students with regard to
writing, stratified purposeful sampling was employed (Mertens, 2005; Miles & Huberman,
1994). With this sampling technique, the researcher chose subgroups using specific criteria. For
this study, the following criteria were used to further identify participants for the study:
1. Initial consent and assent forms were received.
2. Students were administered the Writing Attitude Survey (WAS). Based on the results
of the survey, students were placed into one of three categories: 1. positive attitude
with a percentile score of 75 or higher, 2. neutral attitude with a percentile score
between 50 and 74, and 3. negative attitude with a percentile score of 49 or lower.
3. Informal observations were conducted during the first few weeks of the school year to
begin to look at the social interactions of the students.
Based on the criteria listed above, the researcher selected three students at each of the
defined attitude levels. Additionally, given that focal students were not chosen until November,
the researcher had formed relationships with the students. This may have impacted selection of
students, as there were more than three students at each defined attitude level. Three students
were chosen at each level to be able to compare attitudes and perceptions of third grade students
toward writing and themselves as writers within the attitude levels as well as across the three
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attitude levels. By doing this, similarities and differences both within the attitude levels and
across the attitude levels were analyzed.

Obtaining Consent and Assent

Approval was received from the dissertation committee in August 2012 and by the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) in October 2012. The research project was then explained to
the researcher’s students. The researcher explained that she was also going to school and needed
their help for a school project. A letter introducing the researcher as both the teacher and the
researcher was sent home on the same day the project was explained to the students. This letter
informed parents about the proposed study and asked for their consent. Students were asked to
return the consent forms within a week of taking them home. Parents and students were informed
that pseudonyms would be used in all of the written data to ensure confidentiality. Upon return
of the signed consent form, students were asked to sign an assent form in class. The researcher
read and explained the form to the students as a whole class.
Focal students were chosen for further participation in the study during the first week in
November 2012. At this time a phone call was made to parents to explain their child had been
chosen as a focal student in the study. The researcher informed parents that a second consent
form would be sent home asking for permission for their child to participate in the second phase
of the study. Once all of the students returned the second consent form, the researcher met with
the focal students in a small group and explained to them what would be asked of them during
this part of the project. The students signed a second assent form.
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Participants in the Study

Participants for the study were the researcher’s third grade students for whom consent
and assent forms were received. To maintain confidentiality, pseudonyms are used for all
participants in the study. Twenty-seven third grade students in the researcher’s classroom
returned the consent forms and participated in the study by completing the WAS both in October
2012 and March 2013. Of these students, 48% were White, 11% were Black, 22% were
Hispanic, and 18% were Asian. Fourteen percent of the students in the classroom had
Individualized Educational Plans (IEPs), 14% were in the district gifted program, and 18% were
English Language Learners (ELLs).
Based on the results of the WAS from October, nine focal students were chosen. Three
students were chosen at each of the following attitude levels: positive attitude (percentile score of
75 or higher), neutral attitude (percentile score between 50-74), and negative attitude (percentile
score 49 and below). The three positive attitude students selected for further participation in the
study included Emi, Sophie, and Zack. Lara, Nick, and Jeff were the three neutral attitude
students selected for further participation in the study. Finally, Bob, Mike, and Kate were chosen
as the negative attitude students for further participation in the study. A short profile for each
student will be discussed below.
Emi was an Asian female student who was also in the school’s gifted program. She had
short dark hair and was often quiet in class. She was motivated and a hard worker. She played
the violin and was involved in Girl Scouts. Emi enjoyed writing and was very helpful to both
students and teachers in the classroom. Emi saw value in education as she equated the trophies
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she earned to a published book she had written. Emi was a positive attitude student at the
beginning of the study.
Sophie was a White female who was also in the school’s gifted program. Sophie had long
curly blond hair and could often be seen to be self-conscious in the classroom. She celebrated
Polish traditions with her family. She also liked to swim, dance, and play softball. Sophie was a
positive attitude student at the beginning of the study.
Zack was a White male student who held a positive attitude about writing at the
beginning of the study. He had short brown hair and wore glasses. He was talkative and enjoyed
playing cards and spending time with his mom.
Lara was a White female student who held a neutral attitude about writing at the
beginning of the study. She was a Chicago White Sox fan and loved to spend time with her
family. She was a hard worker and gave her best effort to the tasks she was asked to complete.
She liked to cook, sculpt, scrapbook, and color. The researcher had also been her older brother’s
teacher.
Nick was a White male student who held a neutral attitude about writing at the beginning
of the study. He had short brown hair and was very outgoing. He was a baseball fan and liked
lions. He enjoyed helping his classmates and teachers.
Jeff was a Black male who held a neutral attitude about writing at the beginning of the
study. He had short dark hair and wore hearing aids. The researcher wore a microphone to help
Jeff hear her voice. Jeff also had an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) and received speech
services as well as services with the hearing itinerant. Jeff was inquisitive and always kind to his
classmates.
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Bob was a White male who wore glasses. He held a negative attitude at the beginning of
the study. He verbally noted that he hated writing but he loved playing video games. He was a
Cub Scout and really liked to read.
Mike was a White male who held a negative attitude at the beginning of the study. When
he worked in a group with other students, he was content to be a follower rather than a leader.
Mike reported during a classroom getting to know you activity that he did not like to clean.
Kate was a Black female who held a negative attitude at the beginning of the study. She
was not afraid to be her own person and show her individuality. She loved to dance ballet.

Time Frame for the Study

The study took place during the 2012-2013 school year. Data collection began in October
2012 with the administration of the WAS as part of the researcher’s classroom data. Data
collection continued through March 2013. Table 2 shows the overall timeline for the study,
organizing the study into three phases.
Table 2
Phases of Study
Phase 1
September to
November 2012

Informal observations of students to assist with participant selection (completed as
part of classroom data collection)
Initial consent and assent forms sent out to all of the researcher’s third grade
students
The Writing Attitude Survey (WAS) given to students (completed in October 2012)
Letter to parents of focal participants; consent and assent forms

Phase 2
November 2012 to
February 2013

Observations of focal students
Interviews with focal students
Writing sample collection
Memos

Phase 3
Feb. to Mar. 2013

WAS administered to entire class of third grade students (completed February
2013)
Final student interviews of focal students
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Data Collection

Qualitative data were collected from multiple sources throughout the course of the study.
Data collected from students included the Writing Attitude Survey (WAS) (Kear et al., 2000),
semi-structured interviews, writing samples, and observations. Table 3 aligns the data sources
with the research questions.
Table 3
Data Collection in Relation to Research Questions

Research Question
Research Question 1: What
are third grade students'
perceptions of themselves as
writers and their own writing
and how do they develop
throughout the course of the
study?
Research Question 2a
How do students at different
attitude levels interact with
their peers in the classroom?
Research Question 2b: What
social interactions, during
writing, do third grade
students engage in
throughout the course of the
study?
Research Question 3:
What genres of writing do
students at different attitude
levels produce over the
course of a school year?

Writing
Attitude
Survey

Participant
Observation
Field Notes

Semistructured
Interviews

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Writing
Samples

X
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Phase 1 Data Collection

Phase 1 data collection involved student measures that assisted in the selection of the
focal participants for the second phase of the study. These measures included the WAS (Kear et
al., 2000) and informal observations. A description of each of these measures can be found
below.

Writing Attitude Survey

Data collection in Phase 1 began with the WAS (Kear et al., 2000). This measure was
administered by the researcher students in October 2012 as part of routine classroom data
collection. Administration of the survey was to 28 out of the 29 students in the classroom. One
student was excluded on the basis of being unable to complete the survey independently. WAS
data for 27 students were included in this study. One student did not return a consent form. The
survey was read aloud to the students to make sure the students were able to answer the
questions regardless of their reading level. Directions for the survey as well as the survey itself
can be found in Appendices A and B. Directions for administration as developed by Kear et al.
(2000) were followed with one small addition. When administering a similar attitude survey to
students, Graham et al. (2012) talked through two sample items with the students. This
eliminated any confusion in how to use the Garfield characters to answer the questions on the
WAS. Several reasons for using the WAS with students were given by Kear et al., including being
to “collect an attitudinal profile for a class or group of research participants” (p. 14). One of the
reasons the researcher chose the WAS was because the percentile scores could be assigned to
each student after the survey was completed. Using this measure, the researcher could identify
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students who had a positive attitude toward writing with a percentile score of 75 or higher,
students with a neutral attitude toward writing with a percentile score of 50 to 74, and students
with a negative attitude toward writing with a percentile score of 49 or below. It is important to
note that these attitude levels were defined by the researcher for use in this study to obtain
participants with a range of attitude levels. The researcher, being a teacher, thought of the
attitude levels as she would in assigning a passing, satisfactory, or failing grade. Thus, the
positive attitude level (percentile score of 75 or higher) would equate to a passing grade, the
neutral attitude level (percentile score of 50 to 74) would equate to a satisfactory score, and a
negative attitude level would equate to a failing grade. This information assisted in choosing
participants for Phase 2 of the study.

Observations

Informal observations were conducted during Phase 1 of the study to assist in participant
selection. A myriad of reasons for conducting observations have been noted by Merriam (2009),
including being able to get a firsthand account of the phenomenon being studied, to delve deeper
into a situation that can lead to questions during a subsequent interview, or to bring a new and
different perspective to the research topic. Additionally, in her work, Dyson (2003) used focused
observations in which she learned about students as they engaged in language arts activities. She
eventually moved beyond the classroom to the playground and eventually to speaking with the
parents of the students she focused her attention during the study. In this study, these informal
observations focused on the students’ interactions during writing time for the first few weeks of
school, which helped the researcher identify participants who were active and would help to
answer the research questions. These observations took place during the beginning of the school
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year as part of routine classroom procedures. Formal data were not collected during this time.
During these observation times, the researcher observed students, which was difficult at times
due to the researcher also being the classroom teacher.

Phase 2 Data Collection

Data collection completed during Phase 2 of the study included the following measures:
student interviews, observations of students, and writing samples. Each of these measures is
described in more detail below.

Student Interviews

Interviews have often been described as conversations between two people (Kvale, 1996;
Marshall & Rossman, 2006). Conversations occur on a daily basis as people interact with each
other in their social settings. In this study, the interviews took place between the researcher and
the focal students. The researcher engaged in conversations with the students that allowed a
glimpse into their attitudes and perceptions about writing and themselves as writers.
“Interviewing is necessary when we cannot observe behavior, feelings, or how people interpret
the world around them” (Merriam, 2009, p. 88). Given the fact that it is difficult to directly
observe the students’ attitudes and perceptions, interviews were used in conjunction with writing
sample collection and observations of the students (Marshall & Rossman, 2006).
The nine focal students were initially interviewed in November. The purpose of these
interviews was to begin to get to know the students as writers and their initial impressions about
writing as well as their attitudes and perceptions about themselves as writers. These interviews
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were conducted one-on-one and were audio recorded. The interviews lasted approximately 9-15
minutes. These interviews were semi-structured, using an interview guide found in Appendix C.
Throughout the rest of Phase 2 data collection, students were interviewed following each
observation during December, January, and February. Each student was interviewed one time
each month for a total of three scheduled interviews per participant. Several additional interviews
were conducted when focal students finished a piece of writing. The number of interviews
collected during the study totaled 56. These interviews, like the interviews described above, were
audio recorded and conducted in a one-on-one setting. However, these interviews focused on
what occurred in the observations as well as the analysis of writing samples for each participant.
Questions for these interviews were developed based on what was observed. These questions
including ideas such as “What will you do with this writing when you are finished?” and “Where
did you get your ideas for your writing?”. See Table 4 for the number of interviews each focal
student participated in during the study.
Table 4
Interviews Conducted
Focal
Student

Emi
Sophie
Zack
Lara
Nick
Jeff
Bob
Mike
Kate

Initial
Final
Garfield December January
February
Total # of
Interview Interview FollowFollow-up Follow-up Follow-up Interviews
up
Interviews Interviews Interviews
Interview
X
X
2
1
2
7
X
X
1
1
1
5
X
X
1
1
1
5
X
X
X
2
2
1
8
X
X
X
1
2
1
7
X
X
X
1
2
1
7
X
X
1
1
1
5
X
X
X
1
1
1
6
X
X
X
1
1
1
6
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Observations of Students

Observations can be conducted for a myriad of purposes. During the observations, field
notes were handwritten. According to Marshall and Rossman (2006), field notes are “detailed,
nonjudgmental, concrete descriptions of what has been observed” (p. 98). These field notes
provided a rich description of the following aspects of the classroom during writing time: a
portrait of the students, dialogue between the students, a description of the classroom setting as it
pertained to the student being observed, and behaviors the students exhibited while writing
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). These notes were handwritten, using the protocol found in Appendix
D (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Cresswell, 2007; Merriam, 2009). Additionally, reflective field notes
emphasize “speculation, feelings, problems, ideas, hunches, impressions, and prejudices”
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007, p. 122). These reflective field notes were incorporated into the
descriptive field notes and were identified as observer’s comments (OC). The observer’s
comments were placed in brackets to distinguish them from the rest of the description.
During Phase 2 of the study, the observations were focused (Marshall & Rossman, 2006)
on the students selected to participate in Phase 2. These observations were conducted with the
researcher as a participant observer, engaging in classroom activities as situations arose (Yin,
2009). “A participant observer, however, is “there,” not behind a screen or glass, rubbing up
against children, able to hear what is said, interacting, and sharing, to some extent, in their
experiences” (Graue & Walsh, 1998, p. 107). By being a participant observer, the researcher was
present in the classroom to see as well as hear firsthand what students said and wrote during
writing time (Merriam, 2009). The focus of these observations was to watch the participants as
they interacted with other students during writing time. Additionally, the researcher was able to
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observe the genres of writing that were produced by students as well as any classroom materials
they used during their writing. Field notes, as described in the observations section of Phase 1,
were collected during the observation in the form of handwritten notes using a protocol in
Appendix C. Observations occurred during the months of December, January, and February.
Nine observations occurred each month, with one observation focusing on one student. There
was some overlap in the observations among the participants, with one observation having two
focal students.
“Knowledgeable kidwatching provides insight into what kids are interested in, what
motivates them, and what allows them to immerse themselves in important learning experiences”
(Goodman, 1978, p. 209). Goodman utilized kidwatching as a method to watch and learn about
kids as they were developing language acquisition. Goodman (1985) states, “The term
kidwatching is used to reinstate and legitimatize the significance of professional observation in
the classroom” (p. 220). This process allows teachers to utilize their informal daily observations
as data that can be used to discuss and show growth and development of the child. In this study,
the researcher used a form of kidwatching in that the observations were made by the teacher who
was also the researcher and were often informal, especially at the beginning of the school year.
However, unlike the work of Goodman (1978; 1985), the researcher did not have the opportunity
to observe the students in the study outside the given writing time.
As a teacher and researcher, it was impossible to capture every moment. There were
times during interviews the researcher had to pause to address the class. Additionally, the
researcher was only able to observe students during the writing time and not while she was
teaching. The researcher likely missed interactions that occurred between students as well as
additional writing that students completed when not being observed.
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Writing Samples

In conjunction with the observations of students, writing samples were collected. These
writing samples allowed insight into the actual writing of the participants and were situated in
the context of the observation. Students were asked to submit the writing they worked on for the
day in which they were observed, and a photocopy of the writing was made so the students could
keep the originals. All of the samples collected were the students’ choice for both topic and
genre. The writing samples were analyzed using the writing sample analysis in Appendix E,
which was developed based on the Common Core Standards and the developmental progression
of writing in third grade (Calkins, 1986; Farris & Werderich, 2011; National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices, Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010).

Phase 3 Data Collection

Phase 3 data collection consisted of the following measures for students: the WAS (Kear
et al., 2000) and student interviews. All students who took the WAS in the fall took the survey
again in February. The nine focal students were interviewed at the end of February or the
beginning of March using a protocol similar to the original interview protocol from November
(Appendix C). Five students also participated in a Garfield follow-up interview based on the
results of their WAS.

Data Analysis

Qualitative data analysis has been described as an inductive process that develops as the
data are collected throughout the study (Dyson & Genshi, 2005; Miles and Huberman, 1994).
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Data analysis should occur early in the data collection process, which then informs future data
collection (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Miles and Huberman, 1994). Knowing this information, data
analysis was conducted in conjunction with data collection. Data were collected, transcribed,
coded, and analyzed.
During the study, the process of data analysis began with converting the students’ raw
scores from the WAS to percentile scores using the chart provided by Kear et al. (2000). The
names of the students were entered into a Microsoft Word document according to attitude level:
positive attitude (75 and above), neutral attitude (50-74), and negative attitude (49 and below).
Additionally, the researcher created spreadsheets that looked at how the students responded to
each individual question. This was created both at the beginning of the study and the end of the
study.
The data collected from the observations and interviews were transcribed by the
researcher throughout the collection process. After an observation, handwritten notes were typed
using Microsoft Word. The field notes were typed up within 24 hours of the observation to
preserve the integrity of observation with a few exceptions due to time constraints on the part of
the researcher. Interviews were transcribed, word for word, into Microsoft Word the summer
after the study was conducted.
All typed data were stored on the researcher’s computer as well as on several flash drives.
The data were printed out and placed into binders. Each focal student had his or her own binder
that labeled on the outside with the focal student’s name and attitude level. All of the data
collected for the focal students, including the WAS, interviews, observations, and writing samples
were placed into the binder. The first page of the binder was a table of contents that included the
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data type collected and when it was collected. Additionally, all pages were numbered and the
table of contents reflected this. The data were arranged chronologically within the binder.
Open coding was the beginning step of the coding process. This involved analyzing each
piece of data, line by line, to develop codes (Emerson, Fretz, and Shaw, 1995). The coding was
an inductive process in which the codes developed throughout the study (Miles & Huberman,
1994). The researcher read the printed data, line by line, and developed codes to represent the
data. The codes were handwritten on the data documents as the researcher identified units of
analysis that were sometimes as small as one word or other times as big as a paragraph (Miles
and Huberman, 1994). “This part of analysis involves how you differentiate and combine the
data you have retrieved and the reflections you make about the information” (Miles &
Huberman, 1994, p. 56). Descriptive codes were used early in the process and involved little, if
any, interpretation (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Once all of the data were coded, they were typed
into Microsoft Excel spreadsheets. Each student had his or her own sheet. The spreadsheet was
organized by the date collected, data type, page number, code, and a narrative that included the
exact data. See Figure 1 for a sample of the spreadsheet.
Miles and Huberman (1994) also identified interpretive or inferential codes. Using
inferential codes meant rereading previously coded data to begin the process of inferring from
the data. As the was data reread, codes were often combined into one category or sometimes a
code was divided into multiple codes. For example, revision evolved into several different codes,
including revision, revision additions to writing, revision makes sense, revision adding details,
revision word choice, and revision organization. Using this process, the researcher was able to
begin to interpret the data. Data was sorted according to code in order to begin to identify
commonalities amongst the students in the same attitude level.
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Date

Data

Collected

Type

Page #

Code

Narrative
I: Who do you think will want to read your book? E: Most
likely when he grows up my brother. I: Okay, anybody
else? E: My grandfather. He's actually an author. I: I
remember you telling me that. Do you think the kids in
the class will want to read your book? E: Maybe. I: Why
do you think that? E: There are also a lot of other great
books like I know Natalie and Alexis are working on a

1/17/13

FUI 3

83

Audience

wolves book and I would like to read about that.
I: Tell me about a time writing was hard for you in third
grade? E: My PA project. I: Why was it hard? E:
Because I was writing it was kind of like writing an

2/26/13

FI

145-

Difficulty with

article and you had to write it. There really wasn't much

146

writing

they give you. They give you your story and you had to

Difficulty with

everything made sense because even when I was

but then having to type it and also make sure that
2/26/13

Figure 1:

FI

146

writing

writing I had a lot of mistakes I needed to correct.

Sample spreadsheet from data organization.

As the researcher identified commonalities among the focal students, she began to
reorganize the data into additional spreadsheets. Pattern codes were used as the data analysis
process continued to connect multiple sources of data (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Pattern codes
enabled the researcher to begin to develop themes from the data and to identify relationships
among the participants (Miles & Huberman, 1994). “These categories then become the buckets
or baskets into which segments of text are placed” (Marshall & Rossman, 2006, p. 159). As
themes emerged, the data were organized according to the themes and/or categories. As themes
emerged, data were organized by theme and factors influencing the theme. The data were sorted
by student and attitude level. The researcher utilized this data organization when it came time to
answer her research questions.
Writing sample data were also entered into an Excel spreadsheet. This spreadsheet
included the following column headers: student, attitude level, date of sample, genre, length,

59
individual or partner. This spreadsheet enabled the researcher to look at the genres each
individual student wrote as well as the genres that students wrote both within attitude levels and
across attitude levels.
Memos were used alongside the coding process to record ideas about concepts presented
from the data collection and analysis. “Memos often serve a “clustering” function; “they pull
together incidents that appear to have commonalities” (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 74). Corbin
and Strauss (2008) note that “memos begin as rather rudimentary representations of thought and
grow in complexity, density, clarity, and accuracy as the research progresses” (p. 118). This
allowed the researcher to connect ideas and categories from the various data sources and a place
to record initial ideas about how the data were connecting.
Merriam (2009) describes that there are two methods of data analysis when looking at a
multiple case study: within-case analysis and cross case analysis. It is necessary to first analyze
the data within each separate case and then the researcher is able to move to analyzing across the
cases. In this study, the individual cases were the focal students. Data were analyzed for each
focal student prior to moving onto analyzing within an entire attitude level (positive, neutral, and
negative). Additional spreadsheets were created for the theme of positive perceptions and
negative perceptions. Most often though, the researcher returned to the original spreadsheet to
look at the data from each participant. Once the data were analyzed within the attitude levels, the
researcher looked across the attitude levels to see if there were similarities and/or differences.
The researcher utilized a notebook in which she recorded data examples as well as thoughts
about how students were similar and different across the attitude levels.
Maxwell (2005) states, “Validity is a goal, rather than a product; it is never something
that can be proven or taken for granted” (p. 105). Therefore, several strategies were used for
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validating the data from the study. First, given the length of the study, five months of a school
year, the researcher engaged in “prolonged engagement and persistent observation in the field”
(Cresswell, 2007, p. 207). This allowed the researcher to gain insight into the participants’
actions and perceptions on multiple occasions. Second, by conducting the study during five
months of the school year, the researcher gathered rich descriptions of the participants as writers
(Cresswell, 2007; Maxwell, 2005). Additionally, triangulation was used as a technique for
ensuring validity of the data throughout the analysis process. According to Creswell (2012),
“Triangulation is the process of corroborating evidence from different individuals, types of data,
or methods of data collections in descriptions and themes in qualitative research” (p. 259). In this
study, a combination of data sources were used; data were collected from multiple participants,
and different data collection techniques were employed to best support the emerging themes
related to the data.

Researcher Stance

The researcher in this study was also the third grade teacher. She began her teaching
career as a first grade teacher, the grade she dreamed of teaching so she could help students learn
to read. After two years, she moved onto teach second grade and loved the independence that the
students had in comparison to first grade students. Another two years passed and the researcher
moved into a new role as a reading specialist. She had completed her master’s degree and was
excited at being afforded the opportunity to utilize the knowledge gained in her coursework and
to assist struggling readers. For four years, the researcher worked with struggling readers and
assisting teachers in becoming even better teachers of reading. Once again, a switch was in store
for the researcher as she returned back to the classroom, in second grade. She was a second grade
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teacher for two years before making the switch to third grade. This is where she remained while
the study took place. At the time of the study, the researcher was beginning her twelfth year of
teaching and was beginning her eighth year at Hartville Elementary School.
Throughout her doctoral program, the researcher learned many new things about literacy
that she tried to put into practice in her various teaching positions. Her passion for learning
originally began with learning more about reading instruction to enhance her teaching. This
slowly turned into a passion for learning about word study and how best to help students
understand how words work. Eventually, the researcher turned to incorporating that knowledge
of words into writing instruction. Watching her own students struggle with writing was tough,
and the researcher wanted to learn more about writing instruction to assist her students in the
process. She quickly learned that the feelings students held related to writing were important to
the teaching of writing. While curriculum never focused on student attitudes, the researcher felt
drawn to this area and the ideas for this study grew from that passion. After reading the NCTE
Beliefs about the Teaching of Writing (National Council of Teachers of English, 2012), the
researcher decided to use their principles to help guide the writing of her own beliefs about
writing in December 2012.

Everyone Has the Capacity to Write, Writing Can Be Taught, and Teachers Can
Help Students Become Better Writers

The researcher, too, believes that all students can write. The researcher tries to emphasize
that to all of her students, especially those who struggle with writing. The researcher has had
many students walk into her classroom and tell her they cannot write. Sometimes it has to do
with handwriting and sometimes with the ideas for writing. The researcher believes it is
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important to encourage all students to take risks and have a go at writing. It may be hard to get
started, but hopefully students will eventually see themselves as writers.
The researcher believes that writing can be taught to all students regardless of their level
of proficiency. The researcher thinks some aspects of writing are easier to teach than others. The
researcher thinks teaching students about the conventions and strategies for editing are easier
than teaching students about how to add voice to their writing and to elaborate on their writing.
The researcher does believe that some students have a natural ability for writing while for others
writing is something that they really need to work at to show improvement.
The researcher does believe that teachers can help students become better writers. As a
teacher, the researcher has seen students benefit from writing instruction. They often take the
ideas that she has shared and find ways to incorporate them into their own writing. The
researcher believes it is important for teachers to model writing strategies for their students and
to share their own writing processes for the students. This allows students to see how one might
go about writing a particular piece of text. The researcher thinks all students, regardless of
writing ability, benefit from writing instruction from a teacher.

People Learn to Write by Writing

The researcher firmly believes that the best way to improve one’s writing is to actually
spend time writing. The researcher often tells her students that to get better at writing they need
to practice just as they practice for soccer or basketball. The researcher tries to make sure that her
students are given time to write every day. The researcher would like to see her students engaged
in writing for 20-30 minutes each day. However, the researcher knows that there are days that
her students do not have much time, if any, for writing.
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The researcher knows that writing outside of school is also important. However, she does
not do anything to encourage students to write outside of school. The researcher is unsure of
what types of assignments to give to students to be completed at home. She would like to find
ways to encourage students to write at home so they can begin to view writing as an activity that
encompasses more than just an assignment for class.

Writing Is a Process

The researcher believes that all students develop in their writing abilities differently; no
two writers are the same. She thinks that viewing writing as a process helps her students of all
abilities to be able to complete a piece of writing. Since all writers are developing differently, the
processes that they use will also differ. The researcher likes to think that she allows her students
to use the processes that work best for them, especially when they are free writing. She does
teach them processes through whole class mini-lessons that she then hopes they incorporate into
their own writing. This often occurs as they are working through a unit of study. The researcher
has taught students about the different aspects of the writing process, including pre-writing,
drafting, editing, revising, and publishing. She has tried to emphasize the recursive nature of
writing, that it is okay to make changes to writing while drafting, and that it does not always
have to wait until the end of the writing process. The researcher has seen her third graders
struggle with the idea that writing is a process. They often think that once they finish a piece of
writing it is published and does not need to be looked at anymore. She knows that this is
something that she needs to continue to work on with her students. The researcher believes that
there are some students who embrace the writing process and can see it through to the end while
others get stuck with drafting.
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At the beginning of the year, the researcher generally feels as though she does well
introducing her students to strategies they can use to help with pre-writing. However, she does
not feel she continues this introduction of strategies with editing and revising. The class does
focus a lot on editing and revising during their personal narrative unit, so the researcher is hoping
to continue to work on these processes with her students as the year continues. She wants them to
feel comfortable working through the writing process using strategies they feel help them to
grow as writers.

Writing is a Tool for Thinking

The researcher firmly believes that writing is a mode that helps students express their
thinking. Just as some students are able to best express themselves orally, she believes that there
are students who best express themselves in a written manner. Students are able to put their
thoughts down on paper throughout the day in her classroom. The researcher thinks that the free
writing time allowed by Writer’s Workshop is one of the best times that this occurs in the
classroom. Students are able to write down their ideas in a form that makes sense to them. This
being said, the researcher thinks that using writing as a tool for thinking also occurs throughout
the day. She has begun to have students write about their thinking across the curriculum,
especially in math and science. During math class, students are often asked to write why they
solved a problem in the manner they did. Similarly, in science, students are asked to write what
they think will happen during an experiment as well as to record what actually happened. She
wants her students to understand that writing can preserve the ideas they have for a later time and
to see the benefit of writing to convey ideas.
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Writing Grows Out of Many Different Purposes

The researcher believes that it is necessary to teach students that there are many different
reasons for writing. Her students tend to talk about how they are always writing stories. She
would like them to see that there are other forms of writing that would be may be more
appropriate for the ideas they are wishing to express. At the beginning of the year, the class did
create a list of things that people write, but her students tend to return to stories, although it must
be noted that these stories take on many different forms, including fantasy and personal
narratives. The researcher thinks that writing across the curriculum helps students to see different
purposes for writing. She has tried to include more writing across the curriculum this year and
thinks this helps students understand that writing is not something that is just limited to Writer’s
Workshop but can occur at many times throughout the day. The researcher thinks that related to
different purposes for writing is the fact that writing purposes may change based on the audience
for which they are writing. The class has spent more time this year talking about who students
are writing for and how that can change how or what they are writing. She hopes that her
students see that writing can take on many forms for many purposes and audiences.

Conventions of Finished and Edited Texts Are Important To Readers and Therefore to Writers

The researcher thinks it is important for her students to understand that conventions are
important in a completed piece of text that is to be published. These conventions allow the reader
to easily read what has been written and helps understanding the text to be done with ease as
well. However, she does not want her students to get hung up on the conventions aspect of
writing during the drafting process. The researcher tries to remind them that they should be
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conscious of the conventions when drafting, but that the purpose of drafting is to get ideas down
on paper. They can go back later and add the conventions that have been missed. This being said,
her students do not often do this, as they think that once they have finished writing there is no
need to go back and check their work. There needs to be a delicate balance between ideas and
conventions, which can be difficult to achieve. During the last writing unit, personal narrative,
the researcher took a different approach to creating a piece of text that would eventually be
published than she had in the past. In previous years, she would model for students the different
components of the personal narrative and then have them try out the component. The class would
then put all of the components together to finish the piece. This time, the researcher had the
students write their entire narrative and then they went back and worked on various components,
such as the introduction, rich details, and the conclusion. The class also spent more time on
editing and revising than they had in the past. The researcher saw her students actually revising
and editing more often than before. The researcher plans to try this again as well as to continue
to have discussions about conventions of writing as the year continues.

Writing and Reading Are Related

The researcher thinks that this statement is very true and tries to demonstrate this to her
students. The class often talks about “reading like a writer” during which they try to think about
how and why the writer wrote what they did. This happens most often during the immersion
portion of the units of study. By doing this, the researcher feels as though she is giving her
students models from which they may choose to incorporate some aspects the author used into
their own writing. The researcher also thinks that wide reading helps students when it comes to
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deciding on a topic to write about. It is her hope that she teaches her students that reading and
writing are indeed connected.

Writing Has a Complex Relationship to Talk

The researcher has definitely become a believer in the need to talk as one writes,
especially as she watches her students develop as writers. She used to think that it needed to be
quiet when writing, and she still believes that there is a time and place for quiet writing. But the
researcher has more recently begun to understand the need for students to talk before writing,
during writing, and after writing. The researcher has incorporated more talk into her Writer’s
Workshop and has seen it make a difference in the writing of her students. She often asks them
to start Writer’s Workshop by sharing what they will be working on during the free writing time.
She also asks students to share at the end of Writer’s Workshop what they actually did work on
and accomplished during the writing time.
During the units of studies, the researcher often has the students share their story prior to
beginning to write. She has found that this can help the students know what to write when they
are faced with the blank piece of paper back at their desk.
During writing, the researcher has seen and heard students sharing portions of their
writing with their peers. They sometimes just want to share for the fun of it, while other times
they are stuck and looking for ideas.
Regardless of when students are talking, the researcher wants them to realize that it is
okay to talk about writing. It is not “cheating” to share ideas, but rather a way to spark an interest
in writing for someone else. She wants them to learn how to take turns sharing their writing and
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see how the talking can help to improve upon their writing. The researcher believes that talk
truly does have a place in the classroom.

Literate Practices Are Embedded in Complicated Social Relationships

This is not something the researcher has thought about before, but it does make sense.
Life is full of relationships that are social in nature. It only makes sense that literacy plays a role
in these relationships, especially in the classroom. She would like to encourage her students to
explore relationships through both reading and writing in and out of the classroom. The
researcher would like her students to see writing as a way to navigate through relationships that
can be difficult at times.

Composing Occurs in Different Modalities and Technologies

This idea of technology in writing is something that can be difficult for the researcher as
an educator. She does believe that the nature of writing is changing, as is the definition of
writing, with all the new technology being introduced in society. However, in third grade and
with the limited availability of technology, much of the writing her students complete is
considered more traditional in nature. The researcher does have students use the computer for
research purposes as well as word processing, but has not taken it much further than that. Part of
the reason for this is, as she mentioned, the age of her students and the availability of the
technology, but it also has to do with her comfort level with the technology. The researcher
would like to bring more technology into the Writer’s Workshop, but she is unsure of how to do
that at the present time. She can definitely see the need for exposing students to different
methods for publication as they tend to fall into the same habits, even as young as third grade.
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The researcher recently had her students publish their personal narratives using Microsoft Word.
She told them to think about what they wanted the finished product to look like and that all
students had one page of text. No one wanted to take the risk and turn their writing into a book. It
was interesting to see how they all did the same thing. The researcher would like to work on
incorporating more technology into Writer’s Workshop in the future.

Assessment of Writing Involves Complex, Informed, Human Judgment

The researcher personally finds the assessment of writing quite difficult. She believes that
writing is a developmental process through which writers grow at different rates. The researcher
understands that there are standards by which to assess students’ writing, but she still finds
assessment of writing to be very difficult. Assessing writing is a subjective process, even when
rubrics and checklists are in place. The researcher sometimes thinks it would be easier not to
formally grade writing but rather to offer students feedback about their writing so they can
continually improve their writing. She feels that when she is assessing her students’ writing, she
does not get their best writing because it is a topic she is telling them to write about or it is a
genre in which she has told them to write. The researcher thinks that students’ best work comes
from their own free choice writing.
The researcher currently assesses pieces of writing using rubrics or checklists created by
her teammates and that align to the Common Core Standards. These pieces of writing are usually
ones the students have worked on writing during the units of study. However, if the researcher
thinks about assessment of writing in a broader sense, then she assesses her students’ writing on
a daily basis as they ask to share with her, as she reads their finished free writing pieces, or as
she conferences with students. This type of assessment is much more informal in that the
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researcher does not assign a grade but gives feedback on what they have done well and what they
can do to improve the piece of writing. She also feels as though this type of assessment lets her
know where students truly are in their writing development because they are creating pieces of
text that are meaningful to them. The researcher thinks that at this time, she needs to continue to
find a balance between formal and informal assessment to best meet the writing needs of her
students.
Summary

A qualitative case study was employed in this study. Nine focal students became the
cases for the study. Within case analysis was utilized to discuss the data of each of the nine focal
students. Additionally, cross case analysis was employed to look at how the data compared
across the different attitude levels of positive attitude, neutral attitude, and negative attitude. The
findings from this study are discussed in Chapter 4.

CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS

This study investigated third grade students’ perceptions of themselves as writers and of
their own writing. An analysis of the Writing Attitude Survey (WAS), interviews, observations,
and writing samples yielded themes while providing answers to the research questions. The
researcher identified themes related to each question that allowed her to better interpret the data
sources mentioned above. In this chapter, the findings are organized according to research
question. Findings are presented first for the whole class, when applicable, and then for the nine
focal students.

Classroom Context

The third grade class with which the study was conducted consisted of 28 students, 27 of
whom participated in the study. Students sat clustered in groups of four to six students in table
groups around the room. This classroom was one of four third grade classes at Hartville
Elementary School.
Writer’s Workshop (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2001) was utilized most days during the
designated writing time. At the beginning of Writer’s Workshop, the researcher would begin
with a short mini-lesson related to curriculum being taught or concepts that were noted by the
researcher or third grade team as being areas of need for the students. This mini-lesson was

72
followed by writing time. Sometimes students needed to write for the curriculum piece that was
required, and other times the students had free choice for their writing. The final part of Writer’s
Workshop utilized in this classroom was the sharing time. This occurred at the end of the writing
time with students sharing completed pieces as well as sharing pieces for which they needed
help. Other times students shared during the writing time. This often occurred as the researcher
walked around and asked a student to share a part of writing to demonstrate to others a strategy,
such as a great introduction (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2001).
Content covered in class included the school district’s required writing curriculum. This
curriculum was written by the teachers in the district and at the time of the study was not aligned
to the Common Core State Standards. Several units were included in the third grade curriculum,
including paragraphs, narrative, informational writing, persuasive, and poetry. During the course
of the study, students learned about paragraphs, narratives, and informational writing. After
setting up Writer’s Workshop routines at the beginning of the year, the students worked on
paragraph structure. From there, students learned about narratives and then informational
writing.
The researcher utilized a gradual release of responsibility method while teaching writing
(Routman, 2005). Using this model, the researcher modeled the strategy or technique for
students. This often included writing in front of the students. Next, the researcher and the
students would work together to create a piece of text or practice the strategy that was being
demonstrated. Finally, students were given the opportunity to try the strategy or technique in
their own writing.
Students engaged in the writing process during Writer’s Workshop. At the beginning of
the school year, students were introduced to the following components of the writing process:
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prewriting/brainstorming, drafting, editing, revising, and publishing. Each component was
defined and modeled, and students were given opportunities to try each component with their
own writing. The researcher and the students also discussed that they could move to through the
writing process and revisit components as they worked to publish a piece of writing.

Research Question 1
What are third grade students’ perceptions of themselves as writers and their own writing and
how do they develop throughout the course of the study?

The WAS (Kear et al., 2000) was given to the researcher’s entire class of third graders
(n=27) in October 2012 to gain a pretest score for students’ attitudes toward writing.
Additionally, the WAS provided a way to determine focal students for the study. Attitude levels
were defined by the researcher as follows: a percentile score of 75 or higher indicated a positive
attitude, a percentile score of 50 to 74 indicated a neutral attitude, and a percentile score of 49 or
lower indicated a negative attitude. A positive attitude meant that the student viewed writing
favorably most of the time. A neutral attitude indicated that the student viewed writing both
favorably and unfavorably depending on the situation. Finally, a negative attitude indicated that
the student viewed writing unfavorably a majority of the time. The WAS was administered again
in February 2013 to acquire a posttest score for students’ attitudes toward writing and to
determine if changes had taken place regarding the students’ attitudes.
Students responded to 28 Likert-scale items relating to writing and how they viewed
themselves as writers. Students were able to choose from four different Garfield character
images for each question. The Garfield character images included a very happy Garfield image, a
somewhat happy Garfield image, a somewhat unhappy Garfield image, and a very upset Garfield
image. The researcher read the WAS aloud to the entire class in one sitting. Prior to beginning the
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actual survey, the researcher gave several sample questions while projecting the Garfield images
for the students to see and then modeled how to choose the image that matched how the
researcher felt about the question. The WAS was administered by the researcher in the manner
described above both in October and February.
The percentile scores for the class (n=27) in October ranged from 0 to 99. Of the
participants, 11 students reported having a positive attitude toward writing. These students fell
within the researcher’s defined positive attitude level of the 75th percentile and higher. This
group of students demonstrated percentile scores that ranged from 78-99. One score fell in the
70s, four scores fell in the 80s, and six scores fell in the 90s, with one score being at the 99th
percentile. Results from the WAS indicated that five students demonstrated a neutral attitude
(between the 50th and 74th percentiles) toward writing using the researcher’s defined neutral
attitude level, with percentile scores falling between 55 and 74. Two scores were in the 50s, one
score was in the 60s, and the remaining two scores were in the 70s. Finally, results from the WAS
indicated that 11 students reported percentile scores that demonstrated a negative attitude
(percentile scores below 49) toward writing. Percentile scores for this group of students ranged
from 0 to 46. Two students reported scores below the 10th percentile, three students’ scores were
reported to be in the 20s, four students’ scores were in the 30s, and two students’ scores were at
the 46th percentile.
In February, the WAS was again administered to the participants (n=27) to determine if
changes had occurred in the students’ attitudes toward themselves as writers and their writing.
The percentile scores again ranged from 0 to 99. However, results from the WAS indicated that
the number of students in each researcher-defined attitude level had changed. Eighteen students
were determined to have a positive attitude toward writing, with percentile scores of 75 or
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higher. This was an increase from the October administration during which only 11 students had
reported a positive attitude. Similar to October, the percentile scores for this group of students
ranged from 76 to 99. However, the actual percentile scores were found to be on the higher end
of that range than in October. Only three students had percentile scores that fell in the 70s, and
only two students had percentile scores that fell in the 80s. Given that information, 13 students
had percentile scores that fell in the 90s, with four students reporting a percentile score of 99.
Four students demonstrated percentile scores that fell in the researcher’s defined neutral attitude
level of percentile scores of 50 to 74. These scores ranged from 52 to 58, a smaller range than the
October results indicated. Five students fell into the negative attitude level of the 49th percentile
and below, with scores ranging from 0-41. Only one student had a percentile score of zero, while
two students had scores in the 20s, one student had a score in the 30s, and one student had a
score in the 40s.
The comparison of percentile scores from October to February indicated that changes had
been made among students in the researcher’s defined attitude levels, which led to movement
among attitude levels. Nine students who were found to have a positive attitude in October
continued to display a positive attitude throughout the year, as demonstrated by percentile scores
of 75 or higher on the WAS in both October and February. The five participants who had reported
a neutral attitude (percentile scores of 50 to 74) in October no longer reported a neutral attitude
in February. Instead, all five of these students now demonstrated positive attitudes in February.
Four students who had reported a negative attitude (percentile scores below 49) in October
continued to report a negative attitude in February. Three students with negative attitudes in
October now reported neutral attitudes in February. Two students who had reported positive
attitudes in October demonstrated a negative change in February. One of these students reported
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a neutral attitude in February, and the other reported a negative attitude in February. See Table 5
for information on each student’s percentile scores from the WAS. Focal students have been
denoted with an asterisk.
Overall, when looking at the results of the WAS, positive changes can be seen from October to
February. Twelve of 27 students demonstrated no change in attitude from October to February.
Nine of these 12 reported positive attitudes and three of these 12 reported negative attitudes.
Four of 27 students (Mike, Manual, Barney, and Jack) indicated a change in attitude, moving
from a negative attitude to a neutral attitude. Another four of 27 (Jasmine, Cameron, Philip, and
Melissa) indicated a change in attitude, moving from a negative attitude to a positive attitude.
Five of the 27 students (Natalie, Jeff, Lara Lucy, and Nick) indicated a change in attitude,
moving from a neutral attitude to a positive attitude. While 25 of the 27 students indicated no
change or a positive change in attitude, two students (Jay and Haley) indicated a negative change
in attitude. Jay moved from a positive attitude to a negative attitude. Haley moved from a
positive attitude to a neutral attitude. However, since Jay and Haley were not focal students in
the study, there is no further data to indicate why this changed occurred.
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Table 5
Student Percentile Scores on Writing Attitude Survey
Oct. Percentile

Attitude Level

Feb.
Percentile

Zack*

82

Positive

84

Positive

Mitchell

94

Positive

78

Positive

Sara

78

Positive

99

Positive

Gloria

96

Positive

95

Positive

Lily

91

Positive

87

Positive

Alexis

87

Positive

99

Positive

Sophie*

99

Positive

99

Positive

Robin

91

Positive

97

Positive

Emi*

80

Positive

94

Positive

George

20

Negative

27

Negative

Bob*

0

Negative

0

Negative

Kate*

32

Negative

35

Negative

Mike*

2

Negative

52

Neutral

Manuel

46

Negative

20

Negative

Barney

27

Negative

55

Neutral

Jack

30

Negative

52

Neutral

Jasmine

46

Negative

78

Positive

Cameron

30

Negative

76

Positive

Philip

32

Negative

93

Positive

Melissa

23

Negative

93

Positive

Natalie

63

Neutral

93

Positive

Jeff*

55

Neutral

93

Positive

Lara*

71

Neutral

93

Positive

Lucy

55

Neutral

93

Positive

Nick*

71

Neutral

99

Positive

Jay

95

Positive

41

Negative

Haley

82

Positive

58

Neutral

Student

Attitude Level
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Focal Students

Three focal students were chosen at each of the researcher’s defined attitude levels for a
total of nine focal students. The three positive attitude students were Emi (WAS percentile score
80), Sophie (WAS percentile score 99), and Zack (WAS percentile score 82). All three of these
students also reported a positive attitude in February at the conclusion of the study based on their
percentile scores from the WAS. Emi reported a percentile score of 94, Sophie reported a
percentile score of 99, and Zack reported a percentile score of 84. All three of these students
demonstrated an increase in their attitude level based on the results of the WAS. Emi stated, “I
like writing more” (Emi, Final Interview, 2-26-13). Emi’s WAS scores reflect this as her
percentile score increased from 80 in October to 94 in February. During her final interview,
Sophie stated, “Um, not really because at the beginning of the year I was pretty happy about
writing and I’m still pretty happy about it” (3-6-13). Sophie’s percentile scores reflect her
statement as they remained constant at the 99th percentile at both the beginning and conclusion of
the study. Zack’s WAS percentile score was very similar in October and February, with an 82
and 84, respectively.
Lara (WAS percentile score 71), Nick (WAS percentile score 71), and Jeff (WAS
percentile score 55) were chosen as the three neutral attitude focal students. These three students
(Lara, Nick, and Jeff) all reported positive attitudes on the WAS in February. In February, Lara
reported a score of 93, Nick reported a score of 99, and Jeff reported a score of 93. During her
Garfield follow-up interview, Lara indicated that her overall attitude toward writing had become
more positive as a result of the ideas she had as well as the skills she had learned during the
course of the study (3-8-13). In regard to his more positive attitude toward writing, Nick stated,

79
“Um, because um writing gets more easier as more I do it” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-813). Finally, in his final interview, Jeff commented, “Now that it’s almost the end of the year,
writing I’m pretty good at it and I like it now” (3-4-13).
Bob, Mike, and Kate reported scores within the negative attitude level (below the 49th
percentile) in October. Bob demonstrated a 0 percentile rank on both administrations of the WAS.
At the end of the study, Bob stated, “No I kind of actually don’t still like it” (Final Interview, 228-13). However, while Mike demonstrated a negative attitude (WAS percentile score 2) in
October, he reported a neutral attitude level in February with a WAS percentile score of 52. Mike
even stated, “I feel better about writing now” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-4-13). Kate’s
percentile scores did not change much during the course of the study, with a WAS percentile
score of 32 in October and a WAS percentile score of 35 in February. However, Kate’s interview
data were not consistent with her WAS percentile scores. At the conclusion of the study, Kate
reported that she “wasn’t so sure” about writing at the beginning of the study, yet at the end of
the study, she claimed to feel “really good about it” (Final Interview, 3-4-13).
Overall, positive changes can be seen from the nine focal students’ WAS percentile
scores. The three positive attitude students (Emi, Sophie, and Zack) did not demonstrate a
change, other than the fact that Emi’s and Zack’s percentile scores increased. The three neutral
attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) all demonstrated an increase in WAS percentile scores.
This moved them from having a neutral attitude in October to having a positive attitude in
February. Finally, two of the negative attitude students remained negative attitude students, as
evidenced by their WAS percentile scores. However, the final negative attitude student, Mike,
moved from a negative attitude student in October to a neutral attitude student in February.
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Theme: Positive Perceptions, Negative Perceptions, and a Neutral Awareness

Analysis of the data that included interviews, observations, writing samples, and the WAS
(Kear, et al., 2000) from the nine focal students indicated that third grade students had positive
and negative perceptions as well as a neutral awareness about themselves as writers and about
writing. This theme was uncovered by the researcher as she read through data from the students.
Interview questions elicited responses that allowed the researcher to better understand the
thoughts and feelings of the focal students. This included how they viewed themselves as writers,
how they viewed the writing process, and what they thought of their own writing. Positive
perceptions occurred when students felt favorably about an influencing factor. Negative
perceptions occurred when the students felt unfavorably about an influencing factor. A neutral
awareness occurred when students did not hold positive or negative perceptions about an
influencing factor but rather were aware that the factor influenced their view of themselves as a
writer or their writing. Within this theme, there were several factors that influenced their
perceptions: personal experience, the ease and difficulty of writing, improvement of and pride in
writing, and the writing process including idea generation, changes in writing, and sharing
writing. The following sections will further explain the theme of positive perceptions, negative
perceptions, and a neutral awareness the students held during the study. The sections are first
divided by attitude level: above average, average, and below average. Within each attitude level,
the previously mentioned factors that influenced positive perceptions, negative perceptions, and
a neutral awareness are explored.
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Positive Attitude
Personal experience. Personal experience developed as a factor that influenced the
students’ perceptions of writing as they discussed their writing and how it related to themselves
and their lives during their interviews and observations and through the collected writing
samples. Many students discussed how they drew from their own experiences when determining
their topic for writing each day. When referring to why they chose to write about their own
experiences, the students often mentioned feelings of happiness and how this made writing easy
for them.
Emi, a positive attitude writer, reported a percentile score of 80 on the WAS (Kear, et al.,
2000) in October and 94 in February. However, in response to the question “How would you feel
writing about things that have happened in your life?” (Kear, et al., 2000), she responded with a
2 on the Likert scale at the beginning of the year. This demonstrated that she felt negatively
toward writing about her personal experiences. This score improved to a 4 by the end of the year,
demonstrating that Emi felt positively about writing about her experiences. Emi's perceptions
toward writing about her personal experiences changed during the study from negative to
positive as evidenced by the WAS.
Emi understood herself as a writer and was able to vocalize her thoughts as a writer to
others. In her initial interview, Emi described herself as a writer by saying, “Um, I like to do
writing, and I like to do writing because when I write I kind of have I can write an expression,
and sometimes, um, I can also give it to other people like in books. If I wanted to write
something in a story maybe something meaningful to me and I wanted to share it with other
people” (Emi, Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Personal experiences allowed Emi to write freely
about a topic and have a wealth of ideas to write about that topic. Emi also revealed feelings of
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happiness as she explained how she felt when writing about her personal experiences. Emi
indicated that she felt happy because “I liked remembering my memories of going with my girl
scouts, friends and um also learning” (Final Interview, 2-26-13). Not only did writing about
personal experiences provide Emi with a wealth of ideas to write about, but it also gave her
happiness to do so. Emi viewed writing as a positive experience because she had copious
amounts of ideas to write about when she thought about her personal experiences, and it made
her happy to remember such experiences.
Sophie also displayed a positive attitude (percentile score on the WAS higher than 75) for
writing, reporting scores that placed her in the 99th percentile in both October and February.
Sophie reported a score of 4 on the WAS both at the beginning and the end of the study (Kear, et
al., 2000) in response to the question “How would you feel writing about things that have
happened in your life?” Sophie also mentioned that she liked to write about her personal
experiences as the study began. She was asked by the researcher to tell the types of things she
liked to write. Sophie reported, “I like to write about hmm about maybe like a personal
narrative” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Additionally, several of Sophie’s writing samples were
related to her personal experiences. In her first writing sample, Sophie wrote about her dog and
her hamster (Writing Sample, 12-13-12). Sophie was asked where she got her ideas for this piece
of writing in the follow-up interview. She replied by saying, “Um…I got ideas from friends as
they were talking what they were going to write about and um I was thinking about what to write
and it came to my mind to write about something that was special to me and I thought of my
pets” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-15). Sophie felt that personal topics were special and
important to write about and share with others. The second writing sample collected from Sophie
was also written about a personal experience, shopping for a new American Girl doll (Writing
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Sample, 1-17-13). In her follow-up interview, when asked where she got her ideas for her written
text, Sophie stated, “Because I couldn’t think of a topic and I wanted to um finish this up before
um because I want to publish it” (Follow-up Interview #2, 1-18-13). Sophie felt that her personal
experiences were not only important enough to write about during Writer’s Workshop but that
they were important enough to share with others. Personal experiences helped Sophie view
writing positively because her personal experiences provided her with a springboard for her
writing. Sophie and Emi both expressed feelings of happiness as a result of writing about their
personal experiences, which in turn helped them to view writing as a positive experience.
Zack, the final focal student in the positive attitude category, did not specifically mention
personal experience in his interviews. However, according to the question “How would you feel
writing about things that have happened in your life?” on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000), Zack
demonstrated a positive attitude responding with a 4 (happiest Garfield character image) both in
October and February. Zack did, however, mention in his final interview when asked what he
liked to write, “I kind of like to write more imaginary stories than real stories” (Final Interview,
2-27-13). His writing samples also tended to be fiction as opposed to stories about his personal
experiences. For example, his first collected samples were squiggle writing in which he wrote
about made up war and a story about Angry Birds (Writing Samples, 12-7-12). Additional
writing samples included a piece about fairy tales and a story about a dinosaur (Writing Samples,
1-24-13 and 2-8-13). Zack’s responses on the WAS demonstrate that he felt positively when it
came to writing about his personal experiences. However, his responses to interview questions
and his writing samples indicate a neutral awareness as to the types of texts he liked to write and,
in this case, did not refer to personal experience. Zack was aware of his preference for genres
when writing.
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Writing: Ease and difficulty. In addition to personal experience, writing being easy and
difficult influenced students, sometimes positively and sometimes negatively. Additionally, there
were times when students demonstrated an awareness of what made writing easy or difficult
without it affecting them positively or negatively. During the initial interview, all students were
asked to tell about a time when writing was easy for them as well as a time when writing was
difficult for them. The same question was asked during the final interview but made specific to a
time in third grade when writing was easy and difficult. When students discussed how they felt
when writing was easy, they often identified their positive feelings about writing. Likewise,
when students described how they felt when writing was difficult, they often discussed negative
feelings about writing.
As mentioned previously, Emi was a strong writer who understood herself as a writer.
During her final interview, when asked about why it was easy to write about something that you
know well, Emi replied, “Because if you are writing about something that you know really good
then you could it’s kind of like not you can’t remember every single second you do but you can
get a lot of ideas from that” (Final Interview, 2-26-13). Additionally, in regard to writing being
easy, Emi stated that “because when it was really fun for me back, then I could remember it
really well” (Final Interview, 2-26-13). These two statements demonstrate the relationship Emi
identified with writing about her personal experiences and writing being easy. Emi felt positive
about writing when it was easy for her.
When asked about a time that writing was difficult for her at the beginning of the study,
Emi stated that writing had never been hard for her. She expanded her answer by saying, “Well
not too easy and not too hard” (Initial Interview, 12-18-12). However, she was unable to
articulate why she felt that way or exactly what she meant by her statement. By the end of the
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study, Emi was able to articulate a time when writing was difficult for her when asked directly
about it during an interview. She was in the gifted program and had an assignment that was to be
completed out of class. Emi stated,
Because I was writing it was kind of like writing an article and you had to write it. There
wasn’t really much they give you. They give you your story and you had to make a rough
draft. But then having to type it and also make sure that everything made sense because
even when I was writing I had a lot of mistakes I needed to correct. (Final Interview, 226-16)
Emi found this assignment difficult because she was not used to this type of writing or
independent project. She was unable to write about her personal experiences, which she had
identified previously as helping to make writing easy for her. Emi demonstrated an awareness
about writing when writing became difficult for her.
Sophie also discussed writing being easy, but unlike Emi, it was in terms of feelings of
happiness. When asked how she felt about writing when it was easy, Sophie replied, “I felt um I
felt pretty happy” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). This demonstrates that when Sophie was
comfortable in her writing because it was easy, she emitted positive feelings toward writing.
Writing being easy led Sophie to a positive perception regarding writing. In discussing writing
about her personal experiences, Sophie mentioned how her personal experiences contributed to
the ease of her writing, similar to Emi. Sophie reported in her initial interview that writing “was
easy for me when I have to write about what I’ve done before in my life like a personal
narrative” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Sophie continued by saying, “It was easy because I can
just write about what I’ve done” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). As with Emi, personal experience
created an avenue for Sophie to write with ease, as they were ideas she was very familiar with
and had numerous details to utilize in her writing, which in turn led her to feel positively about
writing.
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While writing about personal experiences was easy for Sophie, other types of writing
were difficult for her. When asked about how she felt when writing was hard, Sophie replied, “I
felt, um, pretty I felt, um, happy once I get the hang of it” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). This
demonstrated that Sophie held an awareness of the fact that even though a piece of writing may
be difficult for her when first starting, if she persevered, it would become easier for her.
Additionally, she reported, “It was hard for me when I had to write when I’m writing stories that
aren’t true because I’m not really sure um what I’m going to put along in my story” (Initial
Interview, 11-14-12). On another occasion, Sophie discussed writing an informational text for a
class assignment. Sophie stated, “I have to find everything that um as most as I can about each
topic that I’ve chosen” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). These experiences demonstrate that Sophie was
aware of the types of writing that were difficult for her. However, this did not stop her from
writing in multiple genres.
The final positive attitude focal student, Zack, equated writing being easy to his skills in
writing. During his initial interview (11-12-12), Zack was asked about a time writing was easy
for him. He stated, “Well right now in third grade it’s very easy for me cause I know cursive and
print” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). He also stated that writing was difficult for him during
kindergarten, “cause I really didn’t really know much letters and I didn’t know much words
either” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Zack had an awareness that writing was easy for him as a
product of his skill set. He did not refer to how he was feeling when writing was easy for him.
Zack had a positive perception toward writing as a result of the skills he possessed as a third
grade writer, which led to writing being easy.
Zack displayed a negative perception toward writing when writing was difficult for him.
He identified the fact that he had ideas to write about, but he had difficulty putting the ideas
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together in his writing (Follow-up Interview 3, 2-8-13). However, he reported at the end of the
study that “well it’s kind of hard now because I don’t really have a lot of ideas going in my head.
I barely have any ideas to write about” (Final Interview, 2-27-13). These examples demonstrate
that Zack had a negative perception toward writing when it became difficult for him due to a lack
of ideas or knowledge of how to put the ideas together in a way that made sense.
Improvement of and pride in writing. Improving as a writer and demonstrating pride in
writing were closely tied in the eyes of the students in this study. All students identified positive
feelings about becoming a better writer, as demonstrated by the WAS and/or interview data.
Question 11 on the WAS stated, “How would you feel about becoming an even better writer than
you already are?” (Kear et al., 2000). In October and February, all three above average focal
students answered with a 4, which meant that they were very excited about becoming a better
writer and demonstrated positive perceptions about themselves as writers. The pride students felt
with their writing became apparent as they discussed how they felt about their writing and what
they chose to do with a completed piece of writing.
Emi, Sophie, and Zack all demonstrated positive perceptions about themselves as writers
when they answered the interview question, “How would you feel if your teacher told you that
you are a good writer?” (Initial and Final Interviews, November 2012 and February/March
2013). These students felt happiness and pride about themselves as writers, both at the beginning
of the study and at the end of the study. For example, Emi reported that she would be “happy
because I love doing writing and I feel that it is one of my talents” (Initial interview, 11-14-12).
Emi felt that she was a great writer, as evidenced by her discussing writing as being a talent. This
statement also demonstrated her pride in herself as a talented writer. At the conclusion of the
study, Emi also reported feeling “happy” because she “like[d] to get compliments” (Final
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interview, 2-26-13). Emi’s feelings of pride were also demonstrated when she reported what she
did with finished pieces of writing. After completing her Wild Cats book, Emi stated, “Pretty
much I would show it to my grandpa and in the new house like when I’m moving, there’s a shelf
and my dad says that I can keep like all my trophies there. I have one from soccer and things like
that. I could keep this book up there too” (Follow-up Interview 4, 2-13-13). Emi equated her
finished pieces of writing to her sports trophies, therefore demonstrating a positive perception
toward writing as a result of her pride.
Sophie also reported feelings of happiness, “I’d feel happy. I’d feel happy because I want
people to like my writing. Because it would be it would be exciting to have a lot of people like
what I write” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Sophie equated being told she was a good writer with
people liking her writing. She viewed herself positively as a writer and was excited at the
prospect of others liking her writing. Sophie’s feelings on this topic stayed steady throughout the
course of the study. In March, she stated, “I would feel good because then I know that other
people like my writing than just me. I would feel good because now that another person likes my
writing I know that it makes sense and that um that’s it” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Sophie found
positive encouragement from knowing that others liked her writing and thought of her as a good
writer, thereby demonstrating wanting to improve her writing into a piece that she would be
proud of in the end.
Finally, Zack reported, “I would be proud of myself and very happy I would feel that
because I I … it probably means I did a good job” at the beginning of the study (Initial Interview,
11-12-12). Zack saw the fact that someone else thought of him as a good writer as a source of
pride and felt positively about himself as a writer. Zack’s feeling remained the same as the study
concluded in March. He reported, “Mmm…I would feel good. Because um I would know that I

89
would be a good writer and that I could write more” (Final Interview, 2-27-13). Zack saw
himself as a writer in a positive manner and felt he had improved in writing because he could
write more at the end of the study. All of the positive attitude writers viewed themselves
positively as a writer and were proud of what they had accomplished as a writer.

Writing Process

The students not only had perceptions about themselves as writers but also about writing
itself, including the writing process. The students responded to questions regarding the writing
process on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000) as well as during interviews throughout the course of the
study. They had perceptions regarding idea generation, making changes to their writing that
included both editing and revising, and a finished product that may or may not be shared with
others.
Idea generation. Idea generation often took place for the focal students during the
prewriting stage of the writing process. Students needed to make decisions about what they were
going to write about during each writing session as they often had choice in their topics for
writing. Students were asked during the initial and final interview, as well as during follow-up
interviews, to discuss where they obtained their ideas for their writing. Students often felt that
writing was difficult when they did not have any ideas to write about and that writing was easy
when they had numerous ideas to write about.
Emi did not appear to have difficulty obtaining ideas for her own writing and was able to
verbalize her thoughts about her ideas. For example, during her initial interview, Emi reported,
“Um…usually I think of a time or something that happened in my life or a book and I compare
it” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi drew on her reading experiences as well as her personal
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experiences to generate and develop her ideas for writing. This manner of generating ideas
continued throughout the course of the study. On another occasion, Emi stated, “Mmm…usually
I read other stories and I find out something” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-7-12). Emi utilized
outside sources to broaden her knowledge base for ideas. As discussed earlier, Emi had a
positive perception regarding writing about her personal experience, and said writing was easy
because she had great knowledge about her topic. This in turn led Emi to display a positive
perception toward writing because she drew on her personal experiences and wealth of
knowledge when generating ideas for writing.
Sophie held an awareness about where she obtained her ideas and how that made her feel
about writing. At the beginning of the study, Sophie reported, “It was hard because I wasn’t I
wasn't really sure um what I’m going to write about” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Sophie was
aware that not having ideas readily available during writing caused her to view writing as being
difficult. When asked about where she obtained her ideas for writing at the beginning of the
study, Sophie stated, “Usually I just um well I get my ideas from mostly the past when I’ve done
something” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Sophie demonstrated an awareness about obtaining
ideas as she was able to draw on her personal experiences in her writing. On another occasion,
Sophie felt just okay while engaging in writing due to running out of ideas (Follow-up Interview
2, 1-18-13). During one final writing experience, Sophie stated, “Um my ideas sometimes come
from what I am doing” (Follow-up Interview 3, 2-13-13). Throughout the course of the study,
Sophie demonstrated an awareness for where she gathered her ideas for writing, often returning
to her personal experiences.
Zack demonstrated a neutral awareness toward his generation of ideas. Zack discussed
where he obtained his ideas during both his initial and final interviews. For example, Zack
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reported, “Well usually sometimes I get them from my mom cuz I have this big journal at home
and I write a whole page every day” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Zack utilized outside sources
to help with developing his ideas for his own personal writing. As the study continued, Zack
began to elaborate on where he obtained his ideas for writing: his own drawings, his friends,
movies, his friends, and books (Follow-up Interview 1, 12-10-12; Follow-up Interview 2, 1-2513; Final Interview, 2-27-13). Zack utilized all available sources to help with his idea generation
while writing, but he did not discuss how he felt about generating ideas for writing.
Changes in writing. Students made changes to their writing throughout the course of their
writing—sometimes as they were writing and other times after they completed a piece of writing.
These changes included the processes of both revision and editing. Students held perceptions
regarding making changes to their writing that were prompted by the teacher, prompted by their
peers, and/or self-initiated.
Emi, Sophie, and Zack felt positively about making changes to their writing when
prompted by the teacher based on their reported scores from the WAS (Kear, et al, 2000). All
three positive attitude focal students responded positively to the question “How would you feel if
your teacher asked you to go back and change some of your writing?” (Kear, et al., 2000) both at
the beginning and end of the study. Emi and Sophie reported scores of 4 on the Likert scale both
times on the WAS, while Zack reported a score of 4 at the beginning of the study and a score of 3
at the end of the study. Zack’s score declined slightly but still represented a positive perception
toward making teacher prompted changes. However, the perceptions toward making changes to
their writing when prompted by their peers differed slightly among the three above average focal
students in response to the question on the WAS, “How would you feel if your classmates talked
to you about making your writing better?” (Kear, et al., 2000). Emi and Sophie both had positive
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perceptions toward making changes to their writing when initiated by their peers, reporting a
score of 4 on the Likert scale at the beginning and end of the study. Zack, however, had a
negative perception about making changes to his writing when prompted by his peers, reporting
a score of 2 on the Likert scale at the beginning and end of the study.
Emi felt positive about making changes to her writing when prompted by both her teacher
and peers as reported above. Additionally, Emi demonstrated a neutral awareness regarding
making self-initiated changes to her writing. At the beginning of the study, Emi was asked,
“Have you ever made changes to your writing?” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi reported that
she in fact did make changes and elaborated by stating, “I try to make the words make more
sense. Like if I wrote something that I meant to say like if I wrote something like a word wrong
then I would correct it and try to make it different so other people younger could understand it. I
usually check for end marks and um capital letters” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi made selfinitiated changes that improved her writing. Additionally, Emi thought about her audience while
writing and made sure her writing was appropriate for her target audience. As she made these
changes to her writing independently, Emi demonstrated a neutral awareness about making
changes to her writing. Emi was observed by the researcher as she made changes to her writing.
For example, “She redraws the box, making it larger than she previously had drawn. She then
begins writing ‘A cheetah’s life cycle has? stages.’ She erases the last three words and then just
writes ‘animal. False it’s actually the fastest.’” (Observation #1, 12-6-12). The changes she made
occurred while she was writing and included changes to the format and organization of the text
as well as to the word choice. With regard to making changes to her writing, Emi reported,
“Because I wanted to change some of the things that were in there. Sometimes it was words and
sometimes there wasn’t enough room because I wanted to have it in little boxes where I could
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draw pictures in the open spaces. I would erase it and write it a different way” (Follow-up
Interview #1, 12-7-12). Emi understood the value of making changes to her writing. It allowed
her the freedom to control the words that were used and the format in which the writing was
presented. Emi demonstrated a self-awareness that led her to see the need for making selfinitiated changes to her writing and, therefore, improve her writing. At the conclusion of the
study, Emi was again asked about the changes she made to her writing. Emi reported, “I’ve made
spelling corrections and corrections with if I did uh wrong punctuation mark” (Final Interview,
2-26-13). Emi demonstrated an awareness of how making changes, especially those that were
self-initiated, improved her writing and made her a better writer.
Sophie had a positive perception toward making changes to her own writing when
prompted by her teacher and/or peers, both at the beginning and end of the study. Sophie also
demonstrated a neutral awareness toward making self-initiated changes to her writing throughout
the course of the study, although the types of changes she made evolved over time. At the
beginning of the study, Sophie described the changes she made to her writing by reporting, “I’ve
made spelling corrections and corrections if I did uh wrong punctuation mark” (Initial Interview,
11-14-12). These changes fell into the editing category of making changes to writing. Sophie
also demonstrated making editing changes during an observation. The researcher noted, “She
adds a period and continues reading. She looks up, erases the period, and then changes the
placement of the period” (Observation #1, 12-13-12). During the follow-up interview, it was
noted by the researcher that Sophie began making changes to her writing, but upon reading the
writing sample thought that additional changes may need to be made. Sophie reported,
“Um…I’ve seen misspelled words and punctuation and um capitalization that I need to fix”
(Follow-Up Interview #1, 12-14-12). Having made editing changes to her writing was in line
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with Sophie’s view of the types of changes that she made during her writing. She was self-aware
as a writer and understood the need to make changes to her writing leading to the improvement
of her writing. Similar to Emi’s format revisions, Sophie also made changes to the format of her
writing. For example, it was noted by the researcher, “She finishes rereading and goes back to
the beginning and circles a section of text. She continues rereading and again circles a section of
text. She flips the page over and continues to reread and circle text” (Observation #1, 12-13-12).
The researcher asked about this process during the follow-up interview, and Sophie reported, “I
was trying to figure out what was a paragraph and what wasn’t a paragraph” (Follow-up
interview #1, 12-14-12). Sophie understood that making changes to her writing would improve
her writing. At the conclusion of the study, Sophie was again asked about the changes that she
made to her writing. She reported,
I usually check it over few times and reread it to make it make sense and then um I’ve
done this once I’ve gotten the yellow checklist and just started checking um my writing
to and um checking it off the checklist. Well um I’m writing a story about my dog and
my hamster that I wrote a long time ago and right now I’ve notice a few things that have
gone off topic and a few thing have um been spelled wrong and some st—don’t make
sense. (Final Interview, 3-6-13)
Sophie’s understanding about making changes to her writing evolved throughout the course of
study, moving from simply editing to revising for format as well as to make sure her writing
made sense. Sophie demonstrated a neutral awareness toward making self-initiated changes to
her own writing because she understood that making changes was a way to improve her writing.
Zack, the final above average focal student, did not exhibit many behaviors regarding
making changes to his writing during researcher observations. As previously mentioned, Zack
displayed mixed perceptions regarding making changes to his writing, as reported on the WAS.
He felt positively about making changes to his writing when the changes were prompted by the
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teacher but felt negatively about making changes to his writing when they were prompted by his
peers. During his initial interview, the researcher asked Zack about changes he made to his
writing. Zack reported that he did make changes to his writing and the reason behind making the
changes was, “I thought it would have more details” (11-12-12). Zack understood that making
changes were important to improving his writing, especially if the writing became more detailed.
The researcher did not record any observations of Zack making changes to his writing
throughout the course of the study. At the conclusion of the study, the researcher again asked
Zack about the changes that he made to his writing. Zack reported, “Well, I look over it to see if
I have all the correct things. Like punctuations, capital letters” (Final Interview, 2-27-13). Zack’s
ideas about the types of changes he made to his writing changed over time. He now was focused
on making editing changes to his writing as opposed to being detailed oriented. Zack
demonstrated an awareness that making changes to his writing would improve his writing.
Sharing writing. Sharing of writing occurred during writing to assist in the process of
making changes as well as after a piece of writing had been completed. Students in this study
were provided choice in determining the fate of a piece they had written.
All three of the positive attitude focal students (Emi, Sophie, and Zack) responded
positively to the question on the WAS “How would you feel if your classmates read something
you wrote?” (Kear, et al., 2000) at the beginning of the study with a score of 4, therefore
demonstrating positive perceptions toward the idea of sharing writing with others. For example,
during her initial interview, Emi stated, “Usually what I do is if it’s at home I show it to my
parents. Or if it’s at school I like to if it’s a story I like it to be published” (11-14-12). This
demonstrated that Emi had no qualms about others seeing her writing, either at school and at
home. Additionally, at the beginning of the study, Emi understood the value of sharing her
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writing with others when she reported, “They ask me questions about it and how I could make it
better or something like that” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi’s positive perceptions about
sharing her writing continued throughout the study. She also continued to see the value in
sharing her writing with others, as she reported, “It felt good because um knowing that another
pair of eyes is always good like Mrs. Carter says because it’s your writing so you may not think
it’s there’s anything bad but with another person they could actually find out” (Final Interview,
2-26-13). Emi had positive perceptions about sharing writing and understood how it could help
her grow as a writer.
Similar to Emi, Sophie viewed sharing her writing positively and saw the value in sharing
her writing with others. During her initial interview, Sophie reported, “It it was good but it was
after I wrote I wrote my whole story after I wrote with Melissa and then I read the story to Lily
and Lily corrected me if there was anything else that Melissa didn’t correct me on” (11-14-12).
This demonstrated Sophie’s positive perception about sharing her writing and how it could help
her to grow as a writer. Additionally, Sophie demonstrated a willingness to share her writing
with others through publishing her completed pieces. For example, during a follow-up interview,
Sophie stated, “I will either maybe take it home and publish it and show it to my parents or I will
either keep it here to publish or take it to the publishing center” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-1412). However, Sophie, during her final interview, also reported a negative perception toward
sharing her writing with her classmates, “I really felt scared at first even though I was really
excited too. I was scared because I wasn’t sure what they were going to think of my writing and I
was sure if I um if I didn’t check a certain part or something and then I said it wrong and it didn’t
make sense at all” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Sophie demonstrated mainly positive perceptions
toward the sharing of her writing, although she felt somewhat negative when she was unsure of
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the quality of her work. These perceptions for Sophie regarding the sharing of her writing
fluctuated throughout the course of the study.
Zack was not as vocal about sharing his writing as Emi and Sophie. However, he did
report that he shared his writing with a classmate as well as with his mom. When he finished a
piece of writing, he reported, “Well, I write my name on it and then I take it home and I give it to
my mom so she can write it or see if I made any mistakes” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Like
Emi and Sophie, Zack understood the value of sharing his writing with others to improve on it.
During a follow-up interview, when asked what he would do with the finished piece of writing,
Zack reported, “I will probably maybe publish it” (Follow-up Interview, 12-10-12). Zack had a
positive perception of sharing his writing as demonstrated by his willingness to share his writing
with others through publishing his finished product.
Summary. The positive attitude students, Emi, Sophie, and Zack, demonstrated mainly
positive perceptions about themselves as writers and about the writing process as evidenced by
their responses on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000). These above average students were aware of
themselves as writers and about factors such as where they obtained ideas for writing and that
making changes to their writing led to an improved piece of writing. All three students
maintained a positive attitude, as reported on their scores from the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000; see
Table 6).
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Table 6
Positive Attitude Students’ WAS Scores
Student

Oct. WAS Score

Attitude Level

Feb. WAS Score

Attitude Level

Emi

80

Positive

94

Positive

Sophie

99

Positive

99

Positive

Zack

82

Positive

84

Positive

Neutral Attitude
Personal experience. Similar to the positive attitude students, the neutral attitude students
also utilized their personal experiences in their own writing. Personal experience provided these
students with an outlet for writing about ideas that were quite familiar to them.
Lara was a neutral attitude (percentile score of 50 to 74) focal student who often wrote
about her personal experiences in the form of books. During the course of the study, she wrote a
craft book that was directly related to her personal experiences, as they were crafts that she had
personally completed. The following is from the dedication page in her holiday book, “I deicate
this book to my Mom my Dad and my bother Jim because I love doing all the things in the book
with them” (Writing sample, 12-11-12). She also tended to write about trips or family
experiences that had happened. For example, Lara wrote a book about her brother being the lead
in the school play, dedicating the book to her brother. (see Figure 2)
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Figure 2: Lara’s dedication page.

When Lara described what it was like to write about an experience, she shared, “I really
liked it because um I um I was um I oh I had a lot of details on it and it it’s really fun just writing
about a vacation” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Lara also felt that she had a lot of knowledge about
her personal experiences. She stated, “I like to write stories with, um, my friends and about
experiences and crafts mostly because um I know a lot about it and I like doing them so I have a
lot of ideas for it” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Lara’s personal experiences gave her a deep well of
topics to draw on as she was writing. This allowed her to produce final products she was proud
of writing, as demonstrated by the fact she often shared her books with others, including her
family and classmates. Personal experiences also supplied her with ideas for her writing. Lara
liked writing, a positive perception, because she was provided the opportunities to write about
her personal experiences.
Similar to Zack (a positive attitude student), Nick did not specifically discuss his personal
experiences during his interviews. In response to the question “How would you feel writing
about things that have happened in your life?” on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000), Nick replied
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negatively in October, responding with a 2 (somewhat unhappy Garfield character image).
However, in February, Nick responded with a 4 (very happy Garfield character image). In his
final interview, Nick was asked about the kinds of things he liked to write. He responded, “I like
to write about animals and I like to write about fiction like made up stories and funny stories”
(Final Interview, 3-6-13). His writing samples reflected his statement, as they were mainly
narrative fiction. Nick’s perceptions of writing about personal experiences changed throughout
the course of the study from a negative perception to a positive perception, as indicated by his
responses on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000).
Jeff responded positively (Kear, et al., 2000) to the question “How would you feel
writing about things that have happened in your life?” Jeff responded with a 3 (somewhat happy
Garfield character image) in October and with a 4 (very happy Garfield character) image in
February. Additionally, during his initial interview, Jeff was asked what kinds of things he liked
to write, to which he responded, “I don’t know like happy things” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12).
As the interview continued, Jeff told about the time he wrote about a happy time, which was
when he wrote about his personal experiences in third grade. In addition, during the final
interview, Jeff was asked about the kinds of things that he liked to write about. Jeff stated, “So
far things kind of journeys that I took in my life” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). He discussed a time
when he wrote about his family’s trip to St. Louis. Jeff was asked why he liked to write about the
journeys he had taken. He shared, “Cuz maybe when I get older I might become an author and I
might I might write stories about who when I was a kid and how um me and my family traveled
sometimes” (Final interview, 3-4-13). Jeff enjoyed writing about his personal experiences,
specifically his travels with his family. Interestingly, Jeff never chose to write about his personal
experiences when he was being observed and, therefore, his personal experiences are not
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reflected in the writing samples collected throughout the course of the study. However, through
his statements from his interviews and his responses on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000), Jeff
exhibited a positive perception toward writing and his personal experiences influenced these
perceptions.
Writing: Ease and difficulty. During the course of the study, the students discussed times
they found writing to be easy as well as when they found it difficult. Students had different
reasons as to why they found writing to be easy or difficult and displayed a positive or negative
perception toward writing as a result.
The three neutral attitude students all had different explanations as to why they found
writing easy and difficult. Lara felt that writing became easier as she grew older and as she
continued to learn as a student. During her initial interview, Lara stated, “Well writing is easy for
me now because I’m older now and I can spell more words and I can make paragraphs and stuff
like that” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). At the conclusion of the study, Lara again mentioned the
skills that she had learned as a cause for her ease with writing, “the skills we learned this year
have made writing easier for me because I now I know like how to make it look right and make it
like spelled right and indent and punctuation” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-8-13). Lara
enjoyed learning about writing and using the skills to help her with her writing. Lara’s idea that
increased skills in the area of writing made it easy coincided with the ideas stated by Zack with
regard to his skill set and writing being easy. Lara viewed writing positively because she was
able to accomplish the writing tasks she undertook with the skills she possessed.
Even though Lara felt that she now possessed an increase in her writing skills and writing
had become easier in third grade, there were times she found writing to be difficult in third
grade. For example, Lara found it difficult to focus on a specific event in her writing (Final
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Interview, 3-6-13). Lara stated, “Um, the personal narrative. That was really hard because this it
was only about one thing and one and we’re focusing on one thing on in one big vacation um one
big event and it’s really hard to do that” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). As a writer, Lara often wrote
about her personal experiences; however, when asked to write about one small part of an
experience, she found this to cause her difficulty with writing. She could, therefore, exhibit an
awareness about what made writing difficult for her.
Nick discussed writing being easy by reflecting back to his early schooling years. When
asked about a time when writing was easy for him, he discussed a time from kindergarten saying
it was easy, “Because our teacher always gave us topics to write about if we didn’t know what
we were going to write about” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). In this case, not only was the timing
of the writing important but also the fact that Nick was given ideas for writing when it was
difficult to determine a topic for writing on his own. At the end of the study, Nick was asked
about the change in his attitude about writing, and he stated, “Um because of writing gets more
easier as more I do it” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-8-13). Writing was viewed in a positive
manner by Nick as a result of the help he received from his teachers and the ideas provided for
him as well as the practice he had during the study.
Nick demonstrated a negative perception toward writing when writing was difficult for
him. Nick’s difficulty with writing revolved around a lack of ideas from which to draw when
writing. Lack of ideas caused Nick difficulty with writing throughout the course of the study. At
the beginning of the study, Nick was discussing a time when writing was difficult for him. He
stated, “When I was writing I had no clue what I was going to write about so I just sat there”
(Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Similarly, at the conclusion of the study, Nick stated, “Writing was
hard for me a couple of days ago when I was writing with Manuel. I was writing about Cupid
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and I was just waiting there and waiting and waiting and waiting cuz I had cuz I wrote a lot of
stuff down and then I just stopped and I was waiting and there was like nothing to write” (Final
Interview, 3-6-13). Nick found writing to be difficult when he was unable to identify an idea
when beginning to write and also in the midst of writing when he became unsure of where to
take his writing next. Nick felt negatively about writing as a result of the difficulties he faced
from a lack of ideas.
Jeff equated writing being easy with positive feelings about writing. When asked how he
felt about writing when it was easy for him, Jeff responded, “I felt I felt kind good about it”
(Initial Interview, 11-13-12). However, at the end of the study when Jeff was again asked about
how he felt when writing was easy for him, he stated, “It, uh, it doesn't that good to me. Because
it’s like I’m not making any mistakes. It’s like cuz I want to learn how to be a better writer and I
want to go back and fix those mistakes” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). This demonstrates Jeff’s
understanding that writing might not always be easy, but he looked forward to tackling the
challenges he might face while writing in order to become a better writer. Even when a writing
task was challenging for Jeff, he still viewed writing in a positive manner.
Like Nick, Jeff found writing to be difficult when he struggled to determine an idea about
which to write. At the beginning of the study, Jeff described a time in which writing was difficult
for him. He stated, “Um…the time I wrote a story about third grade. Um uh well it it made it not
easy was that I had to come up with an idea and I had to write all these different things about
third grade” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Jeff was aware that writing was difficult when he was
unable to find the ideas to write about on a topic. However, this changed for Jeff throughout the
course of the study. Jeff reflected, “I would make mistakes and I would pick a topic that I
wouldn’t know much about that I wouldn’t write much about. So I went back and fixed that
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mistake” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-8-13). Jeff went from struggling to find an idea to
being able to choose a topic about which he had a wealth of information. Jeff became more
aware of himself as a writer and made better choices about topics for writing as the study
progressed.
Improvement of and pride in writing. Lara, Nick, and Jeff demonstrated positive
perceptions about how they viewed improving themselves as writers, as demonstrated by the
WAS and/or interview responses. Question 11 on the WAS stated, “How would you feel about
becoming an even better writer than you already are?” (Kear et al., 2000). In October and
February, Lara and Nick answered with a 4, which meant they were very excited about becoming
a better writer, demonstrating positive perceptions about themselves as writers. Jeff answered
with a 3, still demonstrating a positive perception about becoming a better writer. At the
conclusion of the study, all three neutral attitude students responded with a 4 on this WAS (Kear,
et al., 2000) question. Lara, Nick, and Jeff also demonstrated positive perceptions about
themselves as writers when they answered the interview question, “How would you feel if your
teacher told you that you are a good writer?” (Initial and Final Interviews, November 2012 and
February/March 2013). These neutral attitude writers showed feelings of happiness and pride, as
demonstrated by their responses to the above question at the beginning and end of the study.
Lara reported that she would feel “Good because um I would know I was really strong at
writing and I would it would I would feel good” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Even at the
beginning of the study, Lara viewed herself in a positive manner, as evidenced by the fact she
thought she was strong at writing. At the conclusion of the study, Lara reported, “I’d feel really
good because um I like it’s writing is really fun for me and it would be nice to hear that. Because
um um because I work hard on it. I work hard on writing so” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Lara
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continued to view herself as a writer in a positive manner and felt a sense of pride in what she
had accomplished as a writer due to her hard work.
When asked how he would feel if his teacher thought he was a good writer at the
beginning of the study, Nick reported, “I would feel proud of myself because I like writing and I
like when people say I’m good at something” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Nick enjoyed hearing
compliments about himself as a writer, which contributed to his positive perceptions about
himself as a writer. This idea of receiving positive praise and compliments about himself as a
writer continued throughout the course of the study. In March, Nick stated, “I would feel good
because I like when people tell me I’m good at something cuz it makes me feel really good. Cuz
I try really hard to be good at it and when someone tells me I am, I accomplished something”
(Final Interview, 3-6-13). Accomplishing a task related to writing led Nick to feel pride in
himself as a writer and ultimately to have positive perceptions about himself as a writer.
Jeff looked for approval when it came to viewing himself positively as a writer. In his
initial interview, Jeff reported, “I would I wouldn’t feel bad about it. I would feel kind of good
about it. Because well if my teacher said I was a bad writer I would feel bad about it but being a
good writer tells me that I write good” (11-13-12). Jeff had positive perceptions about himself as
a writer, but he had difficulty fully acknowledging those perceptions without the approval of his
teacher. This appeared to change as the study progressed. At the conclusion of the study, Jeff
reported, “I would feel good because it will make me like proud of like the hard work that I’ve
been doing” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). As Jeff grew as a writer, he learned to take pride in
himself as a writer and the writing he was producing, which led to positive perceptions about
writing and himself as a writer.
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Writing process. In addition to the perceptions Lara, Nick, and Jeff held about themselves
as writers, they also held perceptions regarding the writing process. This included idea
generation, making changes to writing, and sharing writing with others. The following sections
further investigate the perceptions the neutral attitude students held about the writing process.
Idea generation. As mentioned previously, idea generation was sometimes the source of
the difficulties students faced in their writing. Other times they felt that they had copious
amounts of ideas. This idea of having difficulty determining ideas at times and having copious
amounts of ideas at other times will be discussed later in the findings.
Lara demonstrated a positive perception toward writing and was able to generate ideas
throughout the course of the study. Lara’s ideas for writing were often developed based on her
own personal experiences. For example, at the beginning of the study, Lara reported, “[I get my
ideas] from tips and things that happen to me. Um, well me and Natalie were writing a book
about crafts, so I get I like art do that’s how uh I get ideas” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12).
Similarly, during a follow-up interview, Lara stated, “Well I do all this stuff with my family”
(Follow-up Interview 1, 12-5-12). Lara’s personal experiences played a vital role in her idea
generation. This afforded her a plethora of ideas and led to a positive perception toward writing
since she always had ideas for writing as a result of her wealth of experiences. Lara reported at
the conclusion of the study, “I usually do experiences um like I go on a lot of vacations with my
family so I usually just write about those. I usually just I usually write about something I wrote
about before only in a different way” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Without personal experiences, it
is possible Lara would have felt negatively about writing and would have had difficulty
generating ideas. During an interview at the conclusion of the study regarding the WAS (Kear, et
al., 2000), Lara was asked about why she felt more positive toward writing. She reported,

107
“Because I’ve—I could write I … I have more ideas for writing now cuz I went on a couple trips
from the beginning of the year to the end of the year and now I can write about more, and it’s
really fun and I like writing about crafts and different things” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 38-13). Personal experiences for Lara allowed her to feel positive about her writing because she
was able to generate ideas for writing.
Nick’s awareness about his generation of ideas changed from the beginning of the study
to the end of the study. At the beginning of the study, Nick reported, “When I was writing I had
no clue what I was going to write about so I just sat there. I just had no clue what to write cuz I
was just sitting there with a pencil and a piece of paper just waiting to see what I was going to
write about” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Nick struggled to determine an idea, which led him to
have an awareness that writing was difficult. Additionally, at the beginning of the study, Nick
had difficulty articulating where he obtained his ideas for writing. For example, Nick stated,
“Kind of in our heads. Yeah I don’t really know” (Follow-up Interview 1, 12-14-12). While Nick
was able to acknowledge that he had ideas to write about, he was unable to explain further how
these ideas came into his head. As the study progressed, so did Nick’s understanding and
perceptions about generating ideas. His ideas no longer just came from his head but also from his
wonderings regarding a topic, books he had read, from his friends, and his teacher (Follow-up
Interview #4, 2-11-13; Final Interview, 3-6-13; Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-8-13). For
example, after an observation, Nick reported that he got his ideas from “Jeff’s book. He has a
John F. Kennedy book” (Follow-up Interview #4, 2-11-13). At the end of the study, Nick
reported that he obtained his ideas “from books, from meeting new friends, and from you [the
researcher]” (Final Interview, 3-8-13). Nick’s perceptions about generating ideas became more
positive. He now had multiple sources from which to draw for his writing.
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As with Nick, Jeff’s understanding of where his ideas were created grew as the study
progressed. At the beginning of the study, Jeff reported, “My brain. Um…I just think about
something and it pops into my brain and I like to write it then” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Jeff
did not understand that ideas come from somewhere. However, at the end of the study, Jeff
stated, “It depends. Sometimes the things around me inspire me and you know like at my house
sometimes things inspire me like when I look around me is very inspiring. And also um I have
some ideas of my own. Um sometimes other people help me get my ideas” (Final Interview, 3-413). Jeff now understood that ideas could come from important items and experiences as well as
other people. They were not just something that appeared in his brain. Jeff also discussed his idea
generation when asked about a time writing was easy in third grade and a time that it was
difficult. In regard to ideas and writing being easy, Jeff stated, “It would have to be when I wrote
with Gloria. Because when like when one person couldn’t think of anything another person
always came up with an idea” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Jeff demonstrated an awareness that
writing was easy for him as a result of having a partner to help with idea generation when he
could not think of an idea. He could rely on his writing partner. Jeff’s awareness of his ideas and
how he generated these ideas changed throughout the course of the study.
Changes in writing. The three neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff), as a
collective group, displayed a combination of positive and negative perceptions toward making
changes to their writing based on the scores from the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000). Regarding the
question, “How would you feel if your teacher asked you to go back and change some of your
writing?” (WAS), Lara and Jeff reported a 1 on the Likert scale at the beginning of the study,
demonstrating negative perceptions about making teacher-prompted changes to their writing.
Nick reported a score of 3 on the Likert scale, demonstrating a positive perception about making
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teacher-prompted changes to his writing. When asked that same question at the conclusion of the
study, Jeff’s negative perception remained, as did his score of 1 on the Likert scale. Lara and
Nick, on the other hand, demonstrated changes in their perceptions about making teacherprompted changes. Lara reported a score of 3 on the Likert scale, and Nick reported a score of 4.
Lara’s perceptions changed from negative to positive, Nick’s perceptions remained positive, and
Jeff’s perceptions remained negative based on the WAS (Kear et. al., 2000).
These three students also had mixed perceptions at the beginning of the study regarding
the WAS question, “How would you feel if your classmates talked to you about making your
writing better?” (Kear, et al., 2000). Lara and Nick both reported negative perceptions when it
came to making changes to their writing based on peer prompting, with scores of 2 and 1,
respectively, on the Likert scale. Jeff, however, reported a positive perception toward making
changes to his writing when prompted by his classmates, with a score of 3 on the Likert scale. By
the end of the study, all three students demonstrated positive perceptions as reported by their
scores on the WAS. Lara reported a score of 3 on the Likert scale, while Nick and Jeff both
reported scores of 4 (Kear, et al., 2000).
While Lara reported negative perceptions about making changes that were teacher and/or
peer prompted on the WAS at the beginning of the study (Kear, et al., 2000), she did
acknowledge that she made changes to her writing, even at the beginning of the study. When
asked what kinds of changes, Lara stated, “Well sometimes I miss a whole sentence or a couple
of words. I use I sometimes just write it under it and put an arrow up to where it should be”
(Initial Interview, 11-12-12-). During the course of the study, the researcher observed Lara
making self-initiated changes to her writing. During one such observation, the researcher noted,
“She erases ‘l’ and then writes ‘were.’ She stops, erases ‘still were’ and writes ‘were stil so

110
excited about the play.’” (Observation 2, 1-22-13). Lara was asked about the changes that she
made to her writing during a follow-up interview, and she reported, “Because sometimes I think
I’m thinking of about something else in my head and I’m like I write it down when I’m in the
middle of another sentence and it doesn’t make sense” (Follow-up Interview #3, 1-24-13). Again
this demonstrates Lara’s willingness to make self-initiated changes to her writing. Lara had an
awareness about making changes to her writing as they enabled her to keep a steady flow of
thoughts as she was writing.
Nick demonstrated a combination of positive and negative perceptions about making
changes to his writing based on his responses on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000). During his initial
interview, Nick was asked, “Have you ever made changes to your writing?” (Initial Interview,
11-13-12). Nick reported,
Yeah. Um, when I don’t spell a word correctly I uh like it’s an easy word I go really fast
so I just don’t spell it correctly then I fix it. Then other times my sentences don’t make
sense. So I read my sentence and see if it makes sense one more time but if it doesn’t I
erase part of the sentence and add a different word to make it make sense. (Initial
Interview, 11-13-12)
This demonstrates Nick’s willingness to make self-initiated changes in his own writing. He made
both editing and revising changes. While talking about revising, the researcher asked Nick, “So
you actually change your sentences? Have you ever just gotten rid of a whole sentence?” (Initial
Interview 11-13-12). Nick reported, “Yeah. Cause no word makes sense” (Initial Interview, 1113-12). Nick understood, even from the beginning of the study, that revision could be used to
improve his writing. During an observation, the researcher noted, “He erases ‘r’ and writes
‘black’. He then erases ‘black’ and writes ‘plain black fure’.” (Observation #2, 1-8-13). During a
follow-up interview, the researcher asked Nick, “I saw you erasing whole sentences or parts of
sentences. Why did you do that?” Nick reported, “Because I said it was it was, um, you could
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find it in India, but it said only in India, but I erased that whole sentence because I misread it.
Cuz it said you could find it in a certain place in India but I wrote it just in the whole India area”
(Follow-up Interview, 1-22-13). Nick was not afraid to correct mistakes in his own writing,
demonstrating an awareness about making self-initiated changes to his writing and improving his
writing. At the conclusion of the study, Nick was again asked, “Have you ever made changes to
your writing?” Nick reported, “Yeah. I sometimes erase whole sentences cuz they don’t make
sense and maybe some words that don’t make sense in my writing” (Final Interview, 3-6-13).
This is consistent with Nick’s report of making changes to his writing at the beginning of the
study. Overall, Nick engaged in both revising and editing his writing and demonstrated an
awareness regarding making self-initiated changes to his writing in order to improve his writing.
Jeff had a negative perception about making teacher-prompted changes to his writing at
the beginning and end of the study, yet he felt positive about making changes that were prompted
by his peers as evidenced by his scores on the WAS (Kear et al., 2000). Jeff reported to the
researcher during his initial interview that he indeed did make changes to his writing. In regard
to the types of changes he made, Jeff stated, “Like instead of you like saying he did he did he did
I would change it into a more interesting word. Because your writing would get braining and
boring and boring and boring. Well I would like cross out my sentence and add an interesting
word to the sentence” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Early in the study, Jeff was making selfinitiated revision changes in an effort to improve his writing. The researcher observed Jeff
making editing changes to his writing. For example, “Jeff erases the period saying, ‘That’s not
where the period goes’ (Observation #1, 12-10-12). On another occasion, Jeff was observed
making changes to capitalization, “He erases the ‘c’ and rewrites it as a capital ‘C’” (Observation
#2, 1-11-13). Additionally, Jeff was observed to erase whole sentences while he was writing.
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During a follow-up interview, Jeff stated, “I went over it…and I found I fixed a couple of
mistakes…I fixed actually mistakes” (Follow-up Interview #2, 1-15-13). Jeff made changes to
his writing and had a sense of pride that he was changing his writing to make sure it made sense.
At the conclusion of the study, Jeff was asked by the researcher, “Have you ever made changes
to your writing?”. Jeff stated, “A lot” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Jeff further reported, “[B]ut I
make mistakes and while I’m writing I go back and I fix those mistakes. Well if I haven't if I
haven’t fixed my mistakes while I was writing, I would go back and I would go finish that I will
check it and make sure it’s right and then I would probably publish it” (Final Interview, 3-4-13).
Jeff made changes both during his drafting and as part of editing and revising. These changes
were self-initiated and improved Jeff’s writing. He had an awareness about making self-initiated
changes to his writer knowing that changes often improved his writing.
Sharing writing. Sharing writing occurred throughout the writing process as students
asked for help in making changes to their writing. It also took place at the end of the writing
process as students shared a final draft.
All three of the neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) began the study with a
positive perception toward sharing their writing with others. On the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000)
question “How would you feel if your classmates read something you wrote?” all three students
reported a 3 at the beginning of the study. For example, Lara shared that she enjoyed writing
about her family and, therefore, liked sharing the writing with her family. She reported, “Cause I
usually write stories about my family and she and it’s usually about my mom’s side of the family
so that’s probably that’s why I read it to my mom and dad” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12).
Similarly, Lara reported, “Um…shared my writing. Well sometimes I read my writing to
someone to for to make sense if it makes sense” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). This demonstrated
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Lara’s willingness to share her writing with others as well as seeing the value of sharing her
writing since it could help her to improve her writing. Lara’s perception continued to be positive
throughout the study, and she reported a higher score on the WAS at the end of the study,
reporting a 4 on the Likert scale. Additionally, Lara reported the following about sharing her
writing with others, “Because I usually write um about my family or ideas I like to do and there
usually… For me they’re fun but they might be fun for other people so why not share it?”
(Follow-up Interview #2, 12-12-12). Lara had a positive perception about her writing and sharing
it with others.
Nick also held positive perceptions toward sharing his writing with others, especially his
classmates. For example, Nick reported, “I shared my writing with Zack because I wanted to
know if it made sense to him” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Like other students previously
mentioned, Nick enjoyed sharing his writing and saw the value in the sharing of the writing to
help improve his writing. Nick’s positive perceptions continued throughout the study as he
demonstrated a willingness to share with others. In his first follow-up interview, Nick stated,
“We might publish it at the publishing center. Because we want other kids to see it what we
write” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-12). Wanting to share his writing with others
demonstrates Nick’s positive perception toward the sharing of writing. Paralleling Lara, Nick
reported a score of 4 on the Likert scale at the end of the study when asked about having his
classmates read what he had written.
Jeff, the last average focal student, also demonstrated positive perceptions toward sharing
his writing with others throughout the course of the study. At the beginning of the study, Jeff was
asked about sharing his writing with others and why he shared it. He reported, “Um I wanted to
make sure you kind of like it. I think I thought I might publish that book” (Initial Interview, 11-
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13-12). This demonstrated Jeff’s willingness to share his writing with others. At the conclusion
of the study, Jeff reported, “I asked them did it make sense or did I need to add anything. I was
asking like I was asking them of their opinion of like my writing like I need to add do I need to
add anything or cross anything out or like that” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Not only was Jeff
willing to share his writing, he saw the value in sharing his writing with others so he could
improve his writing. As with Lara and Nick, Jeff also reported a 4 on the Likert scale of the WAS
on the question about having his classmates read his writing.
Summary. The neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) held a mix of positive and
negative perceptions toward themselves as writers and about the writing process, as evidenced by
their responses on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000). Through the interviews, observations, and
writing samples these students demonstrated an awareness about the factors that influenced their
writing, such as generating ideas and making changes to their writing. While Lara, Nick, and Jeff
began the study as neutral attitude students based on WAS (Kear, et al., 2000), all three students
ended the study as positive attitude students with percentile scores higher than 75. Throughout
the course of the study, the neutral attitude students had perceptions that changed from negative
to positive, giving them an overall higher percentile score at the end of the study. The WAS
scores for the neutral attitude students are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7
Neutral Attitude Students’ WAS Scores
Student

Oct. WAS Score

Attitude Level

Feb. WAS Score

Attitude Level

Lara

71

Neutral

93

Positive

Nick

71

Neutral

99

Positive

Jeff

55

Neutral

93

Positive

Negative Attitude
Personal experience. Similar to both the positive attitude students and neutral attitude
students, the negative attitude students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) utilized and discussed their
personal experiences while writing. Personal experiences provided students with a place to start
when looking for an idea for writing.
Bob was a negative attitude writer with a 0 percentile score both in October and
February, therefore demonstrating a negative attitude toward writing throughout the study. He
struggled to develop his ideas and to engage in prolonged periods of writing. However, being
able to draw from his personal experiences allowed Bob to begin to develop a completed piece of
written text. For example, Bob shared, “I like to write things that have happened or things that I
know about like I once drew how to wrote how to make a simple paper airplane” (Final
Interview, 2-18-13). Likewise, when asked how he decided on a topic to write about during a
writing time, Bob stated, “Well because that I have a lot of things that I like and this is one of the
one of the top ones and I really do like it. And there’s a lot of fun things” (Follow-Up Interview
#3, 2-7-13). Bob demonstrated a willingness to write when he was able to write about his
personal experiences, as evidenced by his self-reported interviews.
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Mike, who reported a percentile score of 2 in October and 52 in February, began the
study with a negative perception toward writing about his personal experiences, as evidenced by
his reported score of 1 (extremely angry Garfield character image) on the WAS (Kear, et al.,
2000). However, by the end of the study, he reported a positive perception toward writing about
his own experiences when he reported a score of 3 (somewhat happy Garfield character image)
on the question regarding writing about things that had happened in his life (Kear, et al., 2000).
Even so, unlike the other students in the study, Mike never mentioned during interviews that he
liked to write about his personal experiences. Additionally, his writing samples did not reflect his
willingness to write about his personal experiences. He stated that he liked to write about
adventures during both his initial and final interviews, but he did not state that he liked to write
about his own personal adventures (Initial Interview, 11-15-12; Final Interview, 3-4-13). Even
though he did not produce any writing samples during the study that were related to his personal
experience, he still responded positively about personal experiences on the WAS (Kear, et al.,
2000) at the conclusion of the study.
Kate, whose percentile scores were 32 in October and 35 in February, had a positive
perception regarding writing about her own experiences both at the beginning and the end of the
study. Kate reported scores of 4 (happiest Garfield character image) when responding to the
question “How would you feel writing about things that have happened in your life?” (Kear, et
al., 2000). Throughout the course of the study, Kate wrote about her personal experience on
several occasions. One such occasion she wrote ‘Birthday Plans for toy 2012-2013’ (Writing
Sample, 12-14-12). This sample was a list of plans for birthday parties for her toys at home.
During her follow-up interview, Kate had the following to say about this writing sample,
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Well, I was writing on my calendar one day and I though, hmm, wouldn’t it be nice to
celebrate some toys’ um birthdays. So I marked all the toys’ birthdays down on the real
month I got them and then I started to write and then on the, um, on the day of school a
little longer, then I put … I though hmm maybe I could make a book so that way it would
remind me of what days um the birthdays would be on. (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-1712)
On another occasion, Kate wrote about her experience with receiving candy, possibly from a
secret admirer (Writing Sample, 2-15-13). Based on her WAS scores and the writing samples
collected throughout the study, Kate demonstrated a positive perception toward writing when she
engaged in writing about her personal experiences. Personal experiences gave her ideas for
writing, and it was something that she felt very excited about as evidenced by her response on
the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000).
Writing: Ease and difficulty. Bob, Mike, and Kate mentioned that writing was easy for
them when they had ideas or knew a lot about a topic. Yet when discussing why writing was
difficult for them, the three negative attitude students had various reasons as to what made
writing difficult.
Bob began the study by reporting, “It made it easy that I knew about like a subject and I
didn’t like I wrote uh it was like near the time that it happened” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12).
Bob recognized that recent events were easy to write about because he could recall what had
happened. When discussing his writing about going to camp, Bob acknowledged that it was easy
to write about because he had gone there multiple times and had fun while there (Follow-up
Interview #3, 2-7-13). This idea that writing about what was familiar to Bob continued
throughout the course of the study, as he stated, “Um, it made it easy because I could write all
about what I did” (Final Interview, 2-28-13). He referenced a trip he had taken to Disney World
as a source of ideas to write about. Bob stated that he felt “kind of happy and relaxed” (Final
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Interview, 2-28-13) when writing was easy for him. Having ideas for writing and knowledge of a
topic allowed Bob to demonstrate a positive perception toward writing.
Conversely, Bob found writing to be difficult when he felt he did not have the ideas to
write about in class. At the beginning of the study, Bob stated, “Because it was hard to like think
of things to write about that I haven’t writ wrote about” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). If Bob
struggled to find an idea to write about, he found writing difficult and felt negatively about
writing. These feelings continued throughout the course of the study when Bob struggled to
determine an idea to use in his writing. Ideas became crucial as to how Bob viewed the ease and
difficulty of writing and, in turn, whether he viewed writing positively or negatively. Bob had
mixed perceptions about the ease and difficulty of writing during the study.
Mike began the study by reflecting back to his early years of writing in discussing his
ease with writing. In discussing why writing was easy for him in kindergarten, Mike stated,
“Because I didn’t have to write it properly” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). Mike struggled with his
handwriting and had stated, “Uh…my handwriting is not neat. I think” (Initial Interview, 11-1512). So writing in kindergarten was easy in Mike’s eyes because it did not have to be written
correctly since he was learning how to write. By the end of the study, Mike was no longer
focused on his handwriting. Instead he had moved to thinking about the ideas he had for his
writing. During his final interview, Mike asserted, “When I was writing this story about treasure
and then I had and I knew what to write about” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Mike felt “awesome”
(Initial Interview, 11-15-12) and “very good” (Final Interview, 3-4-13) when writing was easy
for him. Mike felt positive about writing when he had a firm grasp of the topic he was using in
his writing.
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Mike found writing difficult when he lacked ideas for writing. At the beginning of the
study, he asserted, “Okay um because I don’t know what else to write. Because if you give me
ideas then I don’t know what else to write” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). Mike often felt it
difficult to determine an idea for writing and to continue writing about an idea that had been
given to him. Additionally, Mike found writing difficult due to spelling. He stated, “I can’t spell
the words right” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). Mike thought that he could not write if the words
were not spelled correctly all the time. At the end of the study, Mike again mentioned that
writing was difficult for him because he lacked ideas (Final Interview, 3-4-13). A lack of ideas
caused Mike to understand that writing was difficult for him.
Kate, the final negative attitude student, did not clearly articulate her thoughts about her
ease and difficulty with writing. She did identify that having ideas made writing easy for her
(Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Conversely, writing became difficult for her when she lacked the
ideas to use in her writing (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). During her initial interview, Kate
indicated the following about when writing was easy for her, “I felt wow! This is good!” (11-112). At the end of the study, during her final interview, Kate stated, “I felt um not very rushed. I
felt very good about it because um I knew that I would finish faster than I usually would and it
wouldn’t take me a lot of time” (3-4-13). Kate’s ease or difficulty with writing was based on
whether she had ideas to use in her writing.
Improvement of and pride in writing. All three negative attitude focal students (Bob,
Mike, and Kate) discussed feelings of happiness about having their teacher tell them they are a
good writer. Bob responded with a 1 on the WAS (Kear et al., 2000) question, “How would you
feel about becoming an even better writer than you already are?” in both October and February.
However, during his initial interview, Bob reported, “Um very good. Because um like usually
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my handwriting is kind of messy” (11-14-12). While appearing somewhat unsure, Bob displayed
a positive perception about himself as a writer. At the end of the study, Bob was asked about
how he would feel if his teacher told him he was a good writer, and Bob reported, “I would feel
kind of happy because um really I have a little bit of trouble getting my ideas and sometimes that
with make believe that’s um and um hmmm…it’s just it would make me really happy” (Final
Interview, 2-28-13). Based on the WAS (Kear et al., 2000), Bob did not care about becoming a
better writer. Yet his self-reported interview data contradict his scores on the WAS.
Mike also reported feeling good about being a good writer and sought approval from
others about his status as a good writer, similar to Jeff (neutral attitude student). At the beginning
of the study when asked how he would feel if his teacher told him he was a good writer, Mike
stated, “Um…I feel good. Because I feel like I’m a good writer” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12).
Mike liked the approval of others, including his teacher, in determining his identity as a good
writer. At the conclusion of the study when asked the same question, Mike reported,
“Mmm…good. Cuz…It’d feel good to hear. Because I’m not really good at it” (Final Interview,
3-4-13). Mike did not feel he was a good writer. However, if his teacher thought he was a good
writer, he would think he was a good writer, therefore leading to a positive perception of himself
as a writer.
Kate enjoyed hearing compliments from others, especially when it came to her writing
and herself as a writer. As the beginning of the study, when asked about how she would feel if
her teacher thought she was a good writer, Kate reported, “Good. Great. Because like if you like
if you get a compliment from someone you say thank you and it makes you feel good on the
inside” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Kate viewed compliments positively, and they helped her to
view herself positively as a writer. The idea of compliments being integral to her perception as a
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writer continued throughout the course of the study. In her final interview, Kate reported that
hearing she was a good writer from her teacher made her feel, “Actually very um very powered
up like really. Because um because when somebody gives me a compliment, I always get really
excited because that person it might mean like that person might really like me” (Final Interview,
3-4-13). Compliments helped to validate Kate as a writer and allowed her to develop positive
perceptions about herself as a writer.
Writing process. Along with the perceptions they held about themselves as writers, Bob,
Mike, and Kate held perceptions about the writing process, including, idea generation, making
changes to their writing, and sharing their writing. The following sections will further investigate
the perceptions held by the negative attitude students regarding the writing process.
Idea generation. At the beginning of the study, Bob was asked to tell where he obtained
his ideas for writing. Bob stated, “I get my ideas from like things that I know about and stuff and
things that I read about…” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Bob used his own experiences and
knowledge from his reading to be able to complete his writing. He also acknowledged, “It made
it easy that I knew about like a subject” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). When Bob had ideas to
write about, he displayed positive perceptions toward writing. Bob’s responses of where he
obtained his ideas for writing remained consistent throughout the study. For example, during a
follow-up interview, Bob stated, “Um usually they come from games that I like to play a lot and
fun things like I don't know Cub Scouts” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-13-12). Similarly, on
another occasion, Bob reported, “Well because that I have a lot of things that I like and this is
one of the top ones and I really do like it” (Follow-up Interview #3, 2-7-13). Bob was aware of
where he obtained his ideas for writing.
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Paralleling Bob, Mike also demonstrated both positive and negative perceptions toward
idea generation throughout the course of the study. At the beginning of the study, the researcher
asked Mike, “So if you had ideas would you like it [writing] better?” (Initial Interview, 11-1512). Mike stated, “Umm…no” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). Mike’s negative perception of
writing stemmed from his lack of ideas; he did not feel that even if he had ideas, he would enjoy
writing more. However, these feelings changed by the end of the study. Mike reported, “I have
more ideas” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Because Mike had a deeper well of ideas to draw from,
Mike felt positively about writing. Additionally, having a multitude of ideas made writing easier
for Mike. Similarly, during a follow-up interview regarding the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000), Mike
stated, “Um cuz I know what to write about” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-8-13). This ties
directly into Mike’s feelings about writing being easy when he had ideas and knowledge of a
topic and feeling positively toward writing. To help with this, the researcher worked with Mike
to develop a list of items he could choose to write about in his writer’s notebook. When asked
how it helped him, Mike stated, “Because I can look at it and it gives me ideas” (Initial
Interview, 11-15-12), so writing became a more positive experience for him.
Kate demonstrated an awareness regarding where she obtained ideas for writing. At the
beginning of the study, Kate reported, “Well sometimes I get them from different places, from
home, from here, hmm…from outside sometimes” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Kate was able to
draw on her personal experiences, which helped her display a positive perception toward writing.
For example, “Well, actually I just saw the stars one night and I said well maybe it would be nice
to make a story about stars because I like stars. I like stars and the moon. I’m actually very
interested in the planets. Yes, I’m very interested” (Follow-up Interview 1, 12-17-12). Kate took
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her interests and turned them into ideas for writing. As long as she had ideas for writing, Kate
felt positively toward writing.
Changes in writing. Bob, Mike, and Kate all began the study with a negative perception
toward making changes to their writing when prompted by both the teacher and their peers, as
evidenced by their scores on the WAS (Kear et al., 2000). All three negative attitude students
reported a score of 1 on the Likert scale in response to the question, “How would you feel if your
teacher asked you to go back and change some of your writing?” (Kear, et al., 2000). This score
did not change when the WAS was repeated at the conclusion of the study. Similarly, when
asked, “How would you feel if your classmates talked to you about making your writing better?”
(Kear, et al., 2000). Bob, Mike, and Kate again all reported a score of 1 on the Likert scale, both
at the beginning and the end of the study. This demonstrates the negative perceptions these
students had when asked by their classmates and/or teacher to make changes to their own
writing.
As previously stated, Bob felt negatively about making changes to his writing when they
were initiated by his classmates or the teacher. However, during his initial interview, Bob
reported, “The kinds of changes um if like there isn’t a word that needs to be there” (11-14-12).
This demonstrates that Bob would make changes to his writing that were self-initiated. During an
observation, the researcher noted, “He adds a period and puts his hand down” (Observation 3, 26-13). He knew the rules of mechanics and returned to his work to add correct ending
punctuation. During his follow-up interview, Bob was asked about the changes he was making
while writing. Bob stated, “Well because at the that it wasn't the right words um and in and I
sh— I probably should put periods in other places that I thought sense” (Follow-up Interview #3,
2-7-13). This again demonstrates that Bob self-initiated changes to his writing while he was
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writing as opposed to when he had completed the piece of writing. During his final interview
near the conclusion of the study, Bob was again asked, “Have you ever made changes to your
writing?”. Bob stated, “Um, sometimes. Um, changes with spelling” (Final Interview, 2-28-13).
Bob held an awareness about making self-initiated changes to his writing as evidenced by his
interview and observation data.
Similar to Bob, Mike also reported a negative perception toward making changes to his
writing that were prompted by his classmates or teacher. Additionally, Mike began the study
with a negative perception toward making changes to his writing, as noted during his initial
interview when he was asked about making changes to his writing. The researcher asked, “Have
you ever made changes to your writing?”. Mike stated, “No. Sometimes when when I learn what
the word is. [I] change the letters because it’s wrong” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). Mike did not
feel positively about making these changes and did not see writing the word correctly as a
change to his writing. Mike’s view and perception of making changes to his writing changed
throughout the course of the study, as demonstrated by observations and interviews. For
example, the researcher observed, “Mike pauses in his writing, erases the ‘t’, and replaces it with
’T’” (Observation 2, 1-28-13). During Mike’s follow-up interview, the researcher asked, “Okay I
saw you making changes in your writing yesterday. What did you do that?”. Mike stated, “Cuz it
was wrong. Um…the names. Because it was lowercase” (Follow-up Interview #2, 1-29-13).
Mike began to understand the value of editing his paper on his own as he was writing. He held an
awareness about how making self-initiated changes to his writing could improve his writing.
During another observation, the researcher noted, “Mike reads the following sentence, ‘Now the
kangaroos head was almost in’ and pauses. Philip says, ‘Yeah, like in it.” Mike says, ‘That
would be more better if you said in the quick sand.’ Philip says, ‘That means we need to erase
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the…’ Philip then erases and rewrites that part of the sentence with help from Mike”
(Observation #3, 2-13-13). As the study progressed, Mike moved from just making editing
changes to making revision changes to improve his writing. At the conclusion of the study, Mike
was asked by the researcher, “Have you ever made changes to your writing?” (Final Interview,
3-4-13). Mike reported, “Yeah. Umm…changes to make it spell it right” (Final Interview, 3-413). Mike moved from making very few changes to his writing to making changes in his writing
dealing with the content of the piece. Mike demonstrated an awareness of making self-initiated
changes to his writing and the impact the changes had on his writing.
The final negative attitude student, Kate, began and ended the study with a negative
perception about making changes to her writing when prompted by her classmates or teacher.
However, when asked about making changes to her writing, Kate reported, both at the beginning
and end of the study, that she did in fact make changes to her writing. During her initial
interview, Kate was asked, “So you’re making changes? As you’re writing?” She responded,
“Yeah” and “Yes,” respectively (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). When prompted further about the
kinds of changes that she made to her writing, Kate reported, “Well when I’ve spelt like when
I’ve spelled bad I’ve said this doesn’t look right what’s this word and I spell it out. Um
sometimes if like my handwriting is really sloppy then I just rewrite it” (Initial Interview, 11-1312). The types of changes Kate made fell into the editing realm. She was concerned about
making sure that her writing had few spelling errors and that it looked neat. The researcher noted
the following about Kate as she made changes to her writing, “She pauses, adds a period to the
end of the sentence she was writing, and then begins writing step 2” (Observation #2, 1-10-13).
This observation supports her statements made about the changes she made to her writing during
her initial interview. In a follow-up interview, the researcher asked, “I noticed that you often
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looked back and reread what you have written. Why did you do that?” Kate reported, “You
always say okay so if there’s any mistakes then you look back and see if you have made any
mistakes. And if you have, then just erase the mistakes or scribble it our usually erase and you
would put the letter back or the sentence back or the period or the capital letter or whatever
back” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-17-12). Kate was influenced by the instruction she received
in the area of writing during the school year, and she was applying what she had learned to her
own writing. She had come to value the power of editing as influenced by her teacher. Similar to
the beginning of the study, Kate was asked, “Have you ever made changes to your writing?” at
the end of the study. Kate reported, “Oh yes. A lot of times I’ve misspelled word incorrectly. Uh,
I didn’t put a lot of punctuation at the end, I forgot to do that. Um sometimes I’ve spelled word
walls um wrong. But like I get mixed up with a word so I have to unmix them” (Final Interview,
3-4-13). Kate’s changes to her writing did not evolve throughout the course of the study, since
they were mainly editing changes such as mechanics and spelling. Kate held an awareness about
the types of changes she made to her writing.
Sharing writing. Bob, Mike and Kate began the study with negative perceptions toward
sharing their writing with others. In response to the question, “How would you feel if your
classmates read something you wrote?” (Kear, et al., 2000), all three students responded with a
very angry Garfield, scoring 1 point on the Likert scale rating. During his third follow up
interview near the end of the study Bob was asked, “What will you do with this piece of
writing?”. He stated, “Um, well I think I might actually store it in my top dresser” (Follow-up
Interview #3, 2-7-13). This demonstrated an unwillingness to share his writing with others. He
hid the piece of writing rather than share it with others. However, when asked about the
possibility of publishing the piece of writing in the classroom, Bob agreed by saying, “Okay”
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(Follow-up Interview #3, 2-7-13). While Bob agreed, the piece never made it to a published
state. Bob’s feelings toward sharing writing with others remained negative at the conclusion of
the study when he again responded with a 1 to the question of his classmates reading what he
wrote.
Mike’s feelings about sharing his writing with his classmates were similar to Bob’s. Mike
also responded with a score of 1 on the Likert scale to the question, “How would you feel if your
classmates read something you wrote?” (WAS). During his initial interview, Mike was asked,
“Would you like to share your writing with someone?” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). Mike
responded, “No” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12). When he was asked why he did not want to share
his writing with others, Mike stated, “Because I don’t do good” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12).
This demonstrates Mike’s negative perception about himself, which led to an unwillingness to
share his writing with others. These negative feelings about sharing his own writing were
demonstrated throughout the course of the study. During his first follow-up interview, Mike was
asked what he would do with his finished piece of writing. Mike stated, “Put it in my folder”
(Follow-up Interview #1, 1-9-13). This same response was repeated during his final interview.
Mike also maintained a negative perception on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000) when responding to
the question about classmates reading his writing. He did not feel he was a good writer and did
not want others to view his writing.
The final negative attitude student, Kate, began the study with a negative response to the
WAS question: “How would you feel if your classmates read something you wrote?” by
answering with a 1 on the Likert scale (Kear, et al., 2000). Yet her interview responses did not
necessarily match this negative feeling at the beginning of the study. For example, Kate stated,
“It was okay, I mean, but I would like to share it with other people” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12)
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when asked what it was like to share her writing with others. She also mentioned that she would
choose someone she was comfortable with, as opposed to someone she was not, to share her
writing (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Additionally, during her second follow-up interview, Kate
stated, “I felt really good because I like to share my writing with my family members” (Followup Interview #2, 1-11-13). This statement by Kate demonstrates a change in her perception
toward the sharing of writing. Kate began to feel more positively about sharing writing with
others as the study progressed. By the end of the study, Kate responded positively to the question
on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000), with a reported score of 3. She also began to see value in sharing
her writing. During her final interview, Kate stated, “Um, sometimes I shared it with my friend
that I used and sometimes I share it with my neighbor and I ask does this make sense? Or I just
read it to him” (3-4-13). Kate’s perception of sharing writing changed from negative to positive
throughout the course of the study, and she also saw the value in the sharing of writing with
others.
Summary. The negative attitude students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) held a mix of positive
and negative perceptions throughout the course of the study, as evidenced by the reported scores
on the WAS (Kear, et al., 2000). Through the interviews, observations, and writing samples the
students demonstrated how factors such as idea generation and making changes to their writing
influenced their perceptions and awareness about writing and themselves as writers. While Bob,
Mike, and Kate all began the year as negative attitude students with WAS (Kear, et al., 2000)
percentile scores from 0-49, Mike moved into the neutral attitude level (percentile score between
50-74) by the end of the study. Bob showed no growth throughout the course of the study based
on the WAS (Kear et al., 2000). See Table 8 for the negative attitude students’ WAS scores for
the study.
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Table 8
Negative Attitude Students’ WAS Scores
Student

Oct. WAS Score

Attitude Level

Feb. WAS Score

Attitude Level

Bob

0

Negative

0

Negative

Mike

2

Negative

52

Neutral

Kate

32

Negative

35

Negative

Research Question 1 Summary

Students in this study, regardless of attitude level, held positive perceptions, negative
perceptions, and an awareness about themselves as writers and their writing process. Through the
WAS (Kear, et al., 2000) scores, interviews, observations, and writing samples, the students’
perceptions and awareness about themselves and their writing process emerged. These areas
included personal experience, the ease and difficulty with writing, improvement of and pride in
writing, idea generation, changes in writing, and sharing writing. In the area of personal
experience, three students, Zack (positive attitude), Nick (neutral attitude), and Mike (negative
attitude) held negative perceptions. The remaining students found that using their personal
experiences provided a wealth of knowledge and ideas to draw on while writing. Feelings of
happiness were also reported as a result of being able to use personal experiences in their
writing.
With the ease of writing came positive perceptions about writing, while the difficulty
with writing brought negative perceptions about writing across all attitude levels. The positive
attitude students found that personal experience and the skills they possessed helped with the
ease of writing, while a lack of ideas or writing outside a familiar genre brought difficulty in
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writing. Similarly, the neutral attitude students found that a lack of ideas as well as trouble
narrowing a topic caused writing to be difficult. Having acquired skills as a writer and having
ideas for writing helped the neutral attitude writers feel at ease with writing. A lack of ideas was
also a common cause of difficulty, with writing among the negative attitude students while
having ideas and knowledge of a topic led to writing being easy.
All of the focal students felt positively about improving their writing, and they felt pride
in their writing. This brought on feelings of happiness as well as appreciation of compliments
from others who read their writing. Seeking approval for their writing was another feeling that
students held when discussing how they felt about improving their writing.
The students demonstrated an awareness about the writing process, including idea
generation, making changes to writing, and sharing writing. Positive perceptions, negative
perceptions, and an awareness of themselves as writers were present in all students regardless of
attitude level. Students sometimes began the study with a negative perception about an aspect of
writing and then moved to a positive perception for that specific aspect.

Research Question 2a
How do students at different attitude levels interact with their peers in the classroom
throughout the course of the study?

All students were asked about their preferences for writing independently and with a
partner during both their initial and final interview. Additionally, the topic of writing preferences
was discussed during a follow-up interview. The following sections present the focal students’
preferences for writing independently and/or with a partner.
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Positive Attitude

Emi began the study with a preference for writing independently. She stated, “Usually by
myself. Because then I can write on my own ideas and I find it a little bit more easier” (Initial
Interview, 11-14-12). Emi’s preference for writing coincided with the observations in which she
wrote independently twice. When writing independently, Emi used her own ideas to create a
piece of writing that had meaning to her, such as her cat book. However, by the end of the study,
Emi’s preferences had changed. She no longer just preferred to write independently but also with
a partner. Emi stated, “Usually by myself but I’m fine with friends too. Because mostly with my
friends um you get information but then with writing with friends it also kind of slows you down
because you have more ideas that both of you think are good” (Final Interview, 2-26-13). Emi’s
preferences revolved around the ideas that would be used in writing. Emi felt strongly about
using her own ideas, yet she valued the ideas others might have to share when writing together.
Emi concluded the study by writing with a partner, which connects to her feelings about writing
both independently and with a partner.
Sophie’s preferences for writing remained the same throughout the course of the study.
Sophie preferred to write independently. This preference matches with the observations of
Sophie completed during the study. Sophie wrote independently twice and with a partner once.
At the beginning of the study, Sophie stated, “I prefer to write by myself because then I can just I
can first write think of what I’m going to write and then I can share it with a partner” (Initial
Interview, 11-14-12). Similar to Emi, Sophie felt writing independently allowed her to express
herself and the ideas that she wanted to use in her writing. Sophie’s feelings about writing
independently remained consistent throughout the course of the study. Sophie declared,

132
Um by myself. Because um when I write by myself I um usually write about what I think
instead of writing what both of us think and um it’s for me it’s a little more challenging
writing with partners because then we are going to write on and we both have to almost
the same thing. (Final Interview, 3-6-13)
Sophie felt that expressing her own ideas was important and that she could best accomplish this
by writing independently, so she did not need to worry about another’s ideas.
Zack’s preferences for writing independently or with a partner fluctuated throughout the
course of the study. He began the study with a preference for writing independently. He stated, “I
prefer to write by myself because I just like to make up my own stories then um doing other
writings that somebody else probably did” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Similar to both Emi and
Sophie, Zack felt writing independently allowed him to express his own ideas rather than relying
on the ideas of others. These feelings continued through his second observation, where Zack
reported during a follow-up interview, “I would write by myself. Mostly because it’s you get to
um do stories by yourself without people like kind of messing me up you up or something”
(Follow-up Interview #2, 1-25-13). Zack did not see the value in sharing ideas at this point in the
study. He did not want his ideas to be interrupted while writing. However, Zack’s feelings
changed following his third and final observation. Zack stated, “Kind of both. Well partner
writing helps the ideas go too and whenever I write by myself I have lots of ideas too” (Followup Interview #3, 2-8-13). This demonstrates that Zack now saw the value in the ideas of others
while writing. He still enjoyed writing by himself, but he also was willing to write with a partner.
Finally, Zack returned to a preference for writing independently at the conclusion of the study.
He reported, “Write by myself. Well because I think I could get more ideas” (Final Interview, 227-13). Zack once again believed that his ideas were valuable and did not want to be bothered by
having to use the ideas of a partner.
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All three of the positive attitude students felt their ideas played a role in the preferences
they held for either writing independently or with a partner. Emi, Sophie, and Zack felt that they
had numerous ideas to express and felt that writing with a partner could impede their progress
with writing about their ideas.

Neutral Attitude

Similar to Zack (a positive attitude student), Lara’s preferences for writing independently
or with a partner fluctuated throughout the course of the study. At the beginning of the study,
Lara stated, “I like to do both but I if I had to choose one I’d probably choose by myself
because I have personal stories” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Echoing the voices of the positive
attitude students, Lara also felt that writing independently allowed her to voice her own ideas
and stories that held meaning to her. She preferred to be able to just write her own stories as
opposed to having to share ideas with a partner. However, by the end of the study, Lara
reported, “I really like both. Um uh I like to write stories with um my friends and about
experiences and crafts mostly because um I know a lot about it and I like doing them so I have a
lot of ideas for it” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Lara’s preferences matched the observation, as she
wrote independently twice and with a partner once. Her own ideas came through even while
writing with a partner as they wrote about crafts they had completed.
Nick held neutral preferences when it came to writing independently or writing with a
partner; he could see the benefit to both writing situations. Nick began the study by stating, “I
really don’t care which one cuz writing with a partner is fun cuz you get a lot of ideas. And
writing by yourself is fun too because you could get your own ideas” (Initial Interview, 11-1312). Again, as with the positive attitude students (Emi, Sophie, and Zack) as well as with Lara,
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Nick felt that ideas played a role in how he chose to write. However, he did not prefer one
situation over another because he understood that ideas came out of both situations. After his
first observation, during which he wrote with a partner, Nick reported, “I think writing with a
partner is good because you get their ideas how sometimes you’re writing and your ideas and
how they’re writing” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-12)). Nick saw value in writing with a
partner because they could share ideas. This occurred several times as Nick wrote with a partner
and they had conversations about the plot of their story. However, Nick’s preferences for
writing independently versus with a partner remained neutral. Nick stated, “Either one is fine
because I get their ideas to write something cool and then when I write by myself I can use
some of their ideas to write a book by myself” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-12). Not only
did Nick engage in the sharing of ideas while writing with a partner, he understood that he
could then utilize these shared ideas to compose an independent piece of writing. Nick held
onto this neutral preference for writing independently versus with a partner for the duration of
the study. During his final interview, Nick shared, “I like both because writing by myself I
could choose whatever I want and writing with a partner is fun because you could—see their
ideas” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Nick saw value in utilizing his own ideas as well as the ideas
of a partner while writing.
Jeff, similar to Lara, had preferences for writing independently versus with a partner that
fluctuated during the course of the study. At the beginning of the study, Jeff stated, “I don’t
know. I love them both” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12) when asked about his preferences for
writing, demonstrating a neutral preference. However, during that same interview, when asked
about writing independently, Jeff replied, “Um, I can concentrate sometimes. Um that um that I
can use my ideas to um write my ideas” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). While Jeff held a neutral
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preference for writing independently versus with a partner, he was able to explain that being able
to write about his own ideas during independent writing allowed him to have better
concentration. After his first observation, during which he wrote with a partner, Jeff again
demonstrated a neutral preference toward writing independently versus with a partner. He told
the researcher that he enjoyed both writing situations. However, after his second observation,
Jeff reported, “Um, because I you know sometimes I like to use my own ideas instead of all like
using my partner’s ideas” (Follow-up Interview, 1-15-13). Jeff felt it was important to be able to
write about his own ideas, which he could accomplish while writing independently. This feeling
about using his own ideas continued, and by the end of the study, Jeff reported,
Um like when I write by myself I have lots of ideas and I put them down on paper. Um
the reason I like to write by myself is cuz I have my ideas and you know kind of writing
with someone that’s kind of like one person’s ideas going down on the paper or you’re
taking turns and I’m a I’m a very person that forgets things as soon as they come into my
mind. (Final Interview, 3-4-13).
Jeff concluded the study feeling that writing independently allowed him to freely express his
ideas in his writing as opposed to having to take turns with a partner.
The neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) held the ideas they had as important in
determining their preferences for writing. While Lara and Jeff had fluctuating preferences during
the study, Nick held a neutral preference for writing independently versus with a partner.
However, knowing that they could write about their own ideas assisted in these three students
choosing to write independently as well as with a partner.

Negative Attitude

Bob held a very strong opinion when it came to writing independently versus writing
with a partner. Bob always chose to write independently and never wavered in this choice
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during the study. During his initial interview, Bob stated, “By myself. Because then it’s easier
to concentrate on what I’m writing about and to not forget it” (Initial Interview, 3-4-13). Similar
to Jeff (neutral attitude student), Bob felt that writing with a partner would distract him from the
task at hand and that he would forget the ideas he developed. This idea of being distracted if he
chose to write with others continued for Bob throughout the study. At the conclusion, he
reported, “I prefer to write by myself so I don’t have people so I don’t spend my time talking
and being distracted to not and end up not writing” (Final Interview, 2-28-13). Bob felt that
writing by himself allowed him to be his best with his writing. Additionally, during the final
interview, the researcher inquired as to whether Bob ever wrote with his classmates, to which
Bob stated, “Always by myself” (Final Interview, 2-28-13). This statement is consistent with
the researcher’s observations in which Bob always wrote by himself.
Mike’s preferences for writing independently were on the opposite end of the spectrum
from Bob. While Bob only wrote independently, Mike held a strong preference for writing with
others, although he did not articulate why he felt this way. The researcher asked Mike, “When
you are writing do you prefer to write by yourself or with friends?” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12;
Final Interview, 3-4-13). Mike said he preferred to write with others at both the beginning and
the conclusion of the study. While Mike reported this preference, the researcher observed Mike
three times and two of those times he wrote independently. Mike’s self-reported data and
observation data provide conflicting views on his preferences for writing independently versus
with a partner.
Kate, the final negative attitude student, differed from both Bob and Mike in terms of her
writing preferences. Her writing preferences for writing independently versus with a partner
fluctuated throughout the course of the study. At the beginning of the study, Kate reported, “I
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mostly like to write by myself but sometimes I like to write with my friends” (Initial Interview,
11-13-12). The researcher’s observation data demonstrated that Kate only wrote independently
as the beginning of her statement implies. Kate never wrote with a partner while being observed
during the study. Additionally, the researcher noted that during Kate’s third observation, “She
had made mention once before that writing with a partner wasn’t her thing” (Observation #3, 215-12). During her final interview, Kate made a statement similar to her initial interview, “I
usually like to write by myself but sometimes I write with friends as well” (Final Interview, 34-13). Again this was not consistent with the researcher’s observations of Kate. However, Kate
elaborated as to why she wrote by herself, “Um my main thing is writing by myself too and um
I like writing by myself because it gives me a chance to write what I want to write and I don’t
have to wait up for somebody” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Similar to the above average and
average students, Kate’s own ideas were more important to her than the opportunity to write
with a partner.
The negative attitude students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) differed in their preferences toward
writing independently versus with a partner. Bob preferred to only write independently, which
proved to be consistent with his observation data. On the other hand, Mike preferred to write
with a partner, but this proved to be inconsistent with his observation data. Finally, Kate tended
to prefer to write independently as opposed to with a partner, which was consistent with her
observation data.

Research Question 2a Summary

All of the focal students, regardless of attitude level, held preferences when it came to
writing independently versus with a partner. Emi, a positive attitude student, and Nick, a neutral
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attitude student, held neutral preferences for writing independently versus writing with a
partner. They demonstrated this preference in both their self-reported data and their
observations. Sophie, a positive attitude student; Bob, a negative attitude student; and Kate, a
negative attitude student, held a preference for writing independently, as demonstrated by their
self-reported interview data and the researcher’s observations. Zack, a positive attitude student,
also held a preference for writing independently, although he also mentioned his enjoyment for
writing with a partner. Lara and Jeff, both neutral attitude students, demonstrated fluctuating
preferences toward writing independently versus with a partner throughout the course of the
study, as demonstrated by their self-reported data and the researcher’s observations. Finally,
Mike, a negative attitude student, held a preference for writing with a partner, but the
researcher’s observations showed him writing with a partner as well as independently. Overall,
it can be stated that the focal students in this study held preferences for writing independently
and/or with a partner.

Research Question 2b
What social interactions do third grade students engage in during writing time
throughout the course of the study?

Eight of the nine focal students in the study participated in a variety of conversations
throughout the course of the study. Kate, a below average focal student, did not engage in any
social interactions during the researcher’s observations of her. These social interactions
generally occurred during co-authoring situations. However, it should be noted that Zack and
Bob engaged in social interactions with peers while writing independently. Several conversation
categories emerged when looking at the types of interactions the focal students had with their
peers. These conversation categories included peer feedback, idea generation and development,
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unrelated conversations, co-authoring decision making, co-authoring shared responsibilities,
and peer editing and revising. The following sections will explore the conversation categories
the focal students were observed to exhibit during writing observations.

Positive Attitude

Peer Feedback

At the beginning of the study, Emi discussed how sharing her writing helped improve her
writing. Emi reported, “They ask me questions about it and how I could make it better or
something like that” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi saw value in interacting with her peers to
receive feedback about her writing. She could then utilize that feedback to improve her writing.
As with Emi, Sophie also found value in interactions with her peers that involved the
sharing of writing. Sophie stated, “Um, sometimes she corrects me on if it doesn’t make sense.
She usually give me ideas of what I can change it to” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Sophie
understood that by sharing her writing, she would receive feedback that could then in turn
improve her own writing. Zack did not offer insight into his feelings about how sharing writing
helped with improvements to his writing.

Idea Generation and Development

Emi wrote with a partner once during her observations. During this observation,
conversations between Emi and Jeff, her partner who also happened to be a focal student in the
study, involved discussing ideas related to the writing being completed as well as ideas for a
future writing project. While working with Jeff, they began discussing the topic for the book they
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wanted to write together in the future. The following exchange took place between Emi and Jeff
as they began to identify a topic for their upcoming writing.
Jeff:
Emi:

Jeff:
Emi:

So what do you think our story should be about?
Um…well if we think about it. You know I was actually thinking about doing a
book on famous women—men and women. So if you want we could do that. Or
we could do something else.
Uh so you’re talking about history?
History. Jeff: Yes. So I guess we came up with a topic for um… Emi: For our
next book. (Observation #2, 1-16-13)

This conversation evolved into discussing when they would be starting in history and other
topics that they could write about, including a superhero named Uncle Sam. Through
conversation, ideas were shared between two writers. During a follow-up interview, Emi was
asked about the conversations that she had with Jeff. She reported, “Well it did slow me down a
little bit but we still had great ideas like I plan to write the um book about his people like who
um stopped slavery and um Jeff was talking we should write a book together so I put that in
topic” (Follow-up Interview, 1-17-13). Emi saw the value of conversations, even if initially it
appeared to impede her writing.
The researcher’s observations did not yield any data related to conversations related to
idea generation and development for Sophie.
Zack, the final positive attitude student, also only wrote with a partner once during the
observations conducted by the researcher. Most of the observed conversations revolved around
idea generation and developing the plot of the story. The following conversation demonstrates
how Zack interacted with Barney while writing. Zack offerred a suggestion for the title, which
was currently “One Da” by saying, “I think it would say… I think the book should be One Dday
in Dinosaur Time. That’s what I think should be called.” Barney replied, “No, but they are going
to be going to certain places.” Zack agreed saying, “Oh yeah all over the globe. Well they’ll meet
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up in places mostly.” Barney said, “Yeah, there’s no such thing as dinosaurs talking to kids”
(Observation #3, 2-7-13). This conversation is just one of many in which Zack and Barney
shared and discussed ideas related to the story they were writing. Following the observation,
Zack was asked by the researcher about the conversations that occurred regarding ideas for the
story. Zack reported, “Well um, we all put our ideas in the middle of one page, which I think is
inside my desk, and we um we put all the ideas together, and then we just like made the book.
We all contributed ideas. Well it helps you with getting ideas and with the book you could write
more stuff down” (Follow-up Interview #3, 2-8-13). Zack understood the value of conversation
with others while writing in helping to generate and develop ideas for writing.

Unrelated Conversations

In addition to conversations that helped Emi with her writing, there were times when she
engaged in conversations unrelated to her writing that did not move the writing forward in any
way. For example, while writing, Emi and Jeff spoke about the classroom number that they
were assigned, a bunny on a leash, and the zoo and monkeys (Observation #2, 1-16-13). While
these conversations did not help the writing in any way, they also did not seem to impede the
writing in any way either.
Observation data from Sophie did not demonstrate any unrelated conversations while
writing during the researcher’s observations.
In addition to interacting with his peers while writing with them, the researcher observed
Zack interacting with peers through conversations unrelated to writing while working
independently. On one such occasion, the researcher noted, “Cameron is rubbing his eyes and
saying how they are hurting. Zack asks him, ‘Do you have a headache?’ Cameron says that he
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might have a headache to which Zack responds, ‘I always get headaches’” (Observation #1, 127-12). During this same observation, Zack engaged in a conversation with Melissa about who a
pencil might belong to at the table group (Observation #1, 12-7-12). As with Emi, Zack had
these unrelated conversations with his peers while writing. They did not help his writing, but
they also did not impede his writing.

Co-authoring Decision Making

Making decisions while writing was often important to the writing process students
engaged in while writing and interacting with each other. For example, Emi and Jeff were
working on Emi’s Wild Cat book. The following interaction was noted by the researcher, “Jeff
shows Emi the cover and they discuss the color that should be used to color the background of
the cover.”
Emi:
Jeff:
Emi:
Jeff:

“All right. What do you think the background color should be?”
“Background…maybe like this? Or maybe like this? Can I see the brown
crayon?”
“Sure.” Jeff explains, “So I can put dots on it.” Emi says, “Wait. Brown or
black?”
“Black.” Emi says, “All right.” (Observation #2, 1-16-13)

This exchange demonstrates the decisions Emi and Jeff made regarding the format of the cover.
This decision was made as a result of the conversations between two writers. Each writer had
input into the decision.
Sophie only wrote with a partner once during her observations in the study. During this
observation, Sophie wrote with Alexis on a book about activities. The following exchange
occurred between the girls:
Sophie:
Alexis:

Hey Alexis. Do you want me to work on a different section?
Um.
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Sophie:
Alexis:
Sophie:
Alexis:
Sophie:
Alexis:
Sophie:

Alexis:
Sophie:

Or do you want me to do your idea?
I don’t care.
What was your idea again?
I don’t know. Wait. Which which chapter is it in?
Six.
Um I forgot.
Okay. What other sections do we have to do? I know we’ve done…Where is
the table of contents? So we’re done games and jokes. I did snacks. We’ll
leave that. I have to do crafts, projects, and songs. Did you do our song yet?
Um hmm.
Okay. And then…I think I’m gonna work on the project one cuz I have a
project idea. (Observation #3, 2-12-13)

Through this conversation, Sophie identified the topic she would be writing about during writing
time. Conversation allowed her to organize her thoughts as she prepared to write. Again both
girls had a say in the decision that was made.
Following Zack’s partner writing, the researcher questioned Zack about the decisions
regarding who would be engaging in the actual writing of the text. Zack stated, “Well first we
like all take turns doing the writing and we mostly all did it” (FUI #3, 2-8-13). The decision had
been made by the authors that they would all engage in the physical act of writing rather than one
student taking on that responsibility.

Co-authoring Shared Responsibilities

Co-authoring through partner writing often included the sharing of responsibilities for the
writing. For example, during Sophie’s partner writing observation, the researcher noted, “There
is still no conversation between Sophie and Alexis” (Observation #3, 2-12-13). Little
conversation occurred after the initial exchange. When asked why this occurred, Sophie reported,
“Well um we weren’t talking because we both had different ideas and we were both thinking
talking about different parts of the book that we were doing” (Follow-up Interview, 2-13-13).
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This explained the lack of interaction between Sophie and Alexis. However, the lack of
interaction did not appear to affect the writing that took place, as the girls were working within
shared responsibilities. They each had a specific job to do in the writing of the book, focusing on
a specific section of the book, which was a co-authoring decision made by conversation.
Similarly, Zack demonstrated the sharing of responsibilities during his writing
observation. The researcher noted that “Zack passes the paper and pencil to Mitchell”
(Observation #3, 2-7-13). The responsibility for the physical act of writing was shared among all
of the involved writers. This allowed everyone to be engaged in the process of writing.

Peer Editing and Revising

During the observations completed by the researcher, there were few instances of
conversation between the positive attitude students and their peers when it came to editing and
revising. In fact, of the three positive attitude students, only Zack was observed to participate in
conversations related to editing. For example, “[Barney] asks, “Should we put an exclamation
mark?” to which Zack responds, “Yes” (Observation #3, 2-7-13). This exchange demonstrated
how the students worked together to edit their writing to improve the piece of writing.

Neutral Attitude

Peer Feedback

Following the observation in which Lara wrote with Gloria (not a focal student), the
researcher asked Lara about the conversations she engaged in with Gloria. Lara stated, “Um she
catches my mistakes; like I put and and and she told me I put; she rereads it and she helps me fix
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the mistakes, and she helped me by the ideas of the book. Um when she’s over at my house um
she finds cool ideas for us to do” (Follow-up Interview #5, 2-6-13). Lara understood that the
conversation she engaged in during writing could help her not only to develop her ideas but to
also help her to improve on the text being written.
Like Lara, Nick understood that receiving feedback during writing could benefit him
when he shared his writing with others. For example, Nick stated, “Cuz if I don’t miss if I see no
mistakes and they might see other ones because I don’t know how to spell a word and I think
that’s how to spell it and they can help with spelling” (Garfield Follow-up Interview, 3-8-13).
Nick was open to receiving help from his peers. Interacting with his peers by sharing his writing
allowed him to improve on the text he was writing by receiving feedback regarding what he had
written.
As with Lara and Nick, Jeff understood the value of peer interaction to improve his own
writing. At the end of the study, Jeff reported,
I asked them did it make sense or did I need to add anything. I was asking them for their
opinion of like my writing like I need to add do I need to add anything or cross anything
out or like that. Because probably I didn’t see something or like I probably didn’t put my
end like my punctuation marks at the end of my sentence or anything. (Final Interview, 34-13)
Jeff placed value in the conversations that he could have with his peers related to his writing. He
knew that these conversations regarding feedback from his peers would ultimately improve his
writing.

Idea Generation and Development

Lara utilized conversations with Gloria (not a focal student) during partner writing to
generate ideas for the text being written. Both girls played a role in the creation of the text,
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beginning with the ideas from which they wrote. For example, the researcher observed, “They
discuss together what to write next. Lara asks, “Should we um put now you can now…” Gloria
says, “Now…” and Lara continues, “Then cut out a heart?” She repeats this sentence so Gloria
can write it down” (Observation #3, 2-5-13). This exchange enabled Lara to think through her
ideas as they came to her while working. Gloria was then able to record the thinking in the text.
Later in the same observation, Gloria initiated a conversation about what to write next in the text.
The researcher recorded, “Gloria starts talking about the next step that they should write, saying,
‘First get a…’ Lara interrupts saying, ‘No we have to tell what it is.’ Lara then asks, ‘So what do
you want to call it? It doesn't really have a name so you can we can just make one up.’ Lara
continues, ‘Um how about how about we could do a valentine…Oh we could call it a valentine
collage’” (Observation #3, 2-5-13). While Gloria initiated this exchange, Lara quickly
commanded the conversation and took charge of giving the activity a name. Additionally, when
asked about what the conversations with Gloria were usually about, Lara reported, “About what
step is coming next” (Follow-up Interview, 2-6-13). This was evident in the exchanges between
Lara and Gloria in that it helped Lara to think through her ideas about what to write next and
helped to keep the writing moving.
Nick wrote with a partner twice during the researcher’s observations, once at the
beginning of the study and then again at the end of the study. During his observation with
Cameron (not a focal student), numerous conversations revolved around idea generation. These
conversations often included ideas about the plot of the story as well as what might happen next
in the story. For example, the researcher observed,
Nick asks, “What should it be called?” Cameron says, “Let’s see. What if we like make
like the fifth book like the of Ember?” Nick says, “Another book?” to which Cameron
says, “Cuz I have the fourth book?” Nick says, “What about another ser-another um one
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about the boy who lost his glasses? But he lost a different thing?” Cameron says, “Yeah.”
and Nick says, “Okay. So what should he lose this time?” Cameron says, “The boy who
lost his glasses and then it’s a subtitle?” Nick says, “Yeah.” and Cameron continues,
“And then like let’s say the subtitle is like like lost and found…no no no.” Nick says,
“No the boy…” Cameron says, “The boy who lost…” as he writes that down. Nick asks,
“What should it be?” Cameron replies, “His uh…his…his glove?” Nick clarifies, “His
baseball glove?” to which Cameron excitedly replies, “Yeah!” Nick says, “Okay
(Observation #1, 12-11-12).
These exchanges continued throughout the course of the writing as Nick and Cameron together
determined how the story was to unfold. These conversations allowed ideas to be shared and
incorporated into a cohesive text.
Jeff, the final neutral attitude student, like Nick, wrote with a partner twice during the
researcher’s observations. As with Nick, many of Jeff’s interactions with his peers included
conversations revolving around idea generation and development. For example, at the beginning
of the study, Jeff wrote with Gloria. During the observation, the researcher noted, “Jeff asks, ‘So
what should we write about?’ and Gloria responds, ‘I don’t know.’ Jeff says, ‘I was thinking
about writing this story about a boy.’ Gloria says, ‘Okay.’ ‘What do you think?’ says Jeff. ‘Yeah,
okay,’ says Gloria” (Observation #1, 12-10-12). While Jeff initiated the conversation, he makes
sure that Gloria agrees with his ideas and probes further, seeing if she has any additional ideas
for the story.
As the observation continued, Jeff helped Gloria to determine an idea for their story. The
researcher observed,
Jeff then says, “Can I help you?” and Gloria replies, “Yeah.” Jeff says, “Okay, um maybe
like he loves to do something? Like play sports or paint? Play music? Did that give you
an idea?” Gloria answers, “Yeah.” Jeff continues, “Okay, can you tell me your idea?”
Gloria says, “That he likes to play basketball” and Jeff agrees by saying, “Yes! You can
write that!’ (Observation #1, 12-10-12).
Jeff demonstrated a willingness to help Gloria develop an idea for their text. He also displayed
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enthusiasm when his assistance was successful. Conversations allowed Jeff and Gloria to have a
safe place to share their thinking about ideas.
While writing with Nick (above average focal student), many conversations occurred
related to the research being conducted for the writing. For example,
They both return to the book, and as he is reading, Jeff says, “Wait” and begins flipping
back in the book. He says, “Somewhere around here…Okay. This is him before he this is
him right there before he got shot so it has to be somewhere around here.” While Jeff is
talking, Nick is looking at the book. Nick then points to the page in the book and reads
from the book, “Shots rang the president hit in the neck.” He points to the words as he
reads. Jeff comments, “Oh that’s bad.” Nick says, “He died by a gun.” He pulls a sticky
note off the pad to use for his notes reading the question, “How did they kill him?” Jeff
says, “Yeah” as Nick circles something he had written on the sticky note. Jeff continues
reading while Nick stands up straight and says, “How did he die? How did he die?” and
then writes on the sticky note. He then says, “My question…now…” and stops writing as
Jeff interrupts saying, “He died on November 22, 1963” (Observation #3, 2-8-13).
These conversations allowed the students to process and understand the information they were
reading about and then to incorporate the ideas into their writing.

Unrelated Conversations

Although the researcher did not observe Lara engaged in unrelated conversations while
writing. During an observation in which Nick was working independently, Bob (negative attitude
focal student) attempted to engage Nick in conversation. Nick’s text included information about
sharks, and Bob attempted to discuss sharks with Nick. Nick had mixed reactions regarding this
exchange with Bob. Nick stated, “I was trying to write and instead of talking cuz I wanted to get
more writing done for our book. It bothered me and it was okay” (Follow-up Interview #3, 1-2813). This exchange did not necessarily impede Nick’s work, but it did not help with his writing.
When Nick chose to work independently, he did not want to engage in conversations with others.
Jeff also engaged in unrelated conversations with his peers during writing. As previously
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mentioned, he and Emi (positive attitude focal student) discussed topics unrelated to the writing
they were engaged in writing. For example, these topics included their assigned classroom
numbers and a trip to the zoo. The only additional unrelated conversation the researcher
observed Jeff engaged in occurred while he wrote with Gloria. He stopped writing to ask a peer
if he could borrow an eraser and then he commented on the size (Observation #1, 12-10-12).
These unrelated conversations did not impede Jeff’s writing.

Co-authoring Decision Making

While writing with Gloria, Lara engaged in conversations in which decisions related to
the physical act of writing were made. One such example included the following exchange
between Lara and Gloria, “She [Lara] asks Gloria, ‘Do you want to write or do you want me to?’
Gloria responds, ‘You.’ Lara says, ‘Okay’” (Observation #3, 2-5-13). Based on this
conversation, it was determined that at the time, Lara would handle the writing of the sentences
for their book. However, when Lara was asked about the writing of the text, she stated, “We like
to switch off um on it like sometimes I like write a couple of sentences like if I have a really
good idea but if it’s a good place to stop and she doesn’t know what to write, I’ll tell her what to
write and she starts to write and she gets ideas and she writes her own ideas sometimes” (Followup Interview, 2-6-13). Lara and Gloria made the decision, through conversation, to both engage
in the physical act of writing.
Nick also engaged in conversations related to the logistics of writing, such as who was
going actually do the writing and what drawings should accompany the text. One such example
was reported by Nick when asked by the researcher how they decided who was going to write,
“Cameron wanted to write. I wanted to write. He wanted to draw. I wanted to draw. So we just
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made a deal. He writes some. I write some. He draws some and I draw some too” (Follow-up
Interview, 12-14-12). Nick and Cameron worked together to complete a piece of text by taking
turns with the writing and drawing.
Jeff and Nick engaged in conversations related to decision making related to the research
they were doing for their book about Kennedy. For example, they engaged in the following
conversation regarding who was going to read which page in the book, as noted by the
researcher, “Nick stands up and points to the book with his left hand, saying, ‘You read this and
I’ll read this.’ Jeff replies, ‘K’ and they both begin reading” (Observation #3, 2-8-13). In this
instance, Nick can be seen making the decisions regarding the reading. However, later in the
observation, Jeff was seen taking the lead, “He [Jeff] then says, ‘You read this and I’ll read this’
as he points to two pages that are open in the book” (Observation #3, 2-8-13). Both students
understood that decisions needed to be made during the writing experience and were able to take
the lead in making a decision.

Co-authoring Shared Responsibilities

The collaboration between Lara and Gloria became apparent as they shared
responsibilities for completing pieces of the writing. One such example occurred as they were
adding a key to their writing, allowing their readers to understand the level of difficulty for each
activity. The researcher noted, “She [Lara] hands the green crayon to Gloria saying, “Do you
want to draw a heart?” Gloria then draws a green heart at the top of the page” (Observation #3,
2-5-13). Lara willingly shared the responsibilities of creating the text with her partner.
Interacting with her partner allowed the writing to be a collaborative effort and one in which
responsibilities were shared between the partners.
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Collaboration became apparent in Nick’s writing with Jeff. For example, the researcher
observed, “Nick begins moving the sticky notes closer to Jeff and says, ‘You write these down
and make them into sentences and I’ll think of other questions.’ Jeff begins to take the sticky
notes and puts them near the rough draft paper” (Observation #3, 2-8-13). Nick and Jeff shared
the responsibilities in their work toward completing a finished piece of writing based on
research. The interactions between Nick and Jeff allowed them to share ideas and thoughts as
well as to help each other with the research and the writing.
During a follow-up interview after his observation with Gloria, Jeff was asked how it was
determined who would be completing the actual physical act of writing that took place between
him and Gloria. Jeff reported, “Well actually I wrote a sentence. She wrote a sentence so we took
turns. Umm…I really didn’t think it was fair um for like one person to write it and the other
person to come up with all the ideas” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-11-12). This demonstrates the
sharing of responsibilities between partners so that both students were engaged in the process of
writing.

Peer Editing and Revising

Lara saw value in engaging in conversation related to improving her writing through
editing. She also was willing to help her partner through the process of editing while writing. For
example, the researcher observed Lara, “She pauses in her rereading when Gloria asks, ‘How do
you spell creative?’ Lara responds by spelling the word, ‘Um…cra I think ti not v ive’”
(Observation #3, 2-5-16). This exchange allowed the writing to continue and be improved
because the girls were able to speak to one another about spelling.
Nick and Cameron engaged in conversations related to word choice in their writing. They
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looked for words that would add detail to their writing, therefore improving their writing. For
example, “Cameron says, ‘they yelled’ to which Nick replied, ‘Or you could do um Justin cried’”
(Observation #1, 12-11-12). Nick and Cameron utilized synonym posters hanging in the
classroom and carried on conversations about the words that would best fit in their writing.
These conversations about revising word choice led to improved word choice and improved
writing overall.
While writing with Jeff, Nick engaged in peer editing with Jeff. For example, the
researcher noted Nick assisting Jeff with mechanics in his writing. On one such occasion, “Nick
stops him [Jeff] from writing, using the sticky note to point to the rough draft paper and saying,
‘Capital H’” (Observation #3, 2-8-13). Nick also assisted Jeff with spelling as they were writing.
For example, “Jeff pauses in his writing to ask Nick, ‘Hey do you want the book?’ Nick replies,
‘No it’s okay, yeah.’ and takes the book from Jeff who says, ‘Now I just need to know how to
spell Kennedy.’ Since Nick has the book, he begins to spell Kennedy out loud so Jeff can write it
down” (Observation #3, 2-8-13). Nick understood the value of conversations to assist with the
improvement of a piece of text and willingly helped his partner as needed.
The process of assisting occurred numerous times throughout the observation when
Gloria needed help determining an idea, spelling a word, and revising the writing. Jeff
understood having writing difficulties, as he reported, “I felt good about it [helping Gloria]
because it’s nice to help someone and not leave you know not leaving them in I I I used to have
that problem with writing, struggling through my ideas” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-11-12).
Jeff helping others proved to be a powerful interaction because he himself had been on the
receiving end of needing help with his writing.
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Summary

All three of the neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) engaged in conversations
with their peers. These conversations helped their writing develop from the initial generation of
ideas to continuing conversations about plot development or research information. These
students also found value in assisting others while writing with a partner, and sometimes the
reverse happened as well, with the focal student being the one receiving help. The neutral
attitude students held meaningful conversations with their peers during their writing.

Negative Attitude

Idea Generation and Development

Mike wrote with partners once during the researcher’s observations. These three students
(Mike, Philip, and Mitchell) worked together to create a narrative fiction story. These students
participated in conversations that revolved around idea generation and development. For
example, the researcher observed,
Mike says, ‘is in’ as he is writing and Philip says, ‘is in quicksand.’ Mike finishes writing
his sentence and then passes the paper to Philip who begins writing and verbalizing as he
writes. ‘A…baby…kangaroo…’ Mike then says, ‘bird’ and Philip asks, ‘A baby bird?’
Mike says, ‘You made a bird on here’, pointing to the cover page that they had created.
Philip begins talking, ‘It’s going to be a baby kangaroo and then a bird and then four
kangaroos altogether.’ Mike then says, ‘It’s out. It gets out’ (Observation #3, 2-13-13)
This example demonstrates the interactions between Mike and Philip as they are developing their
story.
Philip began to take the lead on the story writing, with Mike chiming in when he had
something to share. When Mike discussed these conversations with the researcher following the
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observation, he shared that he felt happy when Philip told him what to write. He stated, “So I
know what to write” (Follow-up Interview #3, 2-14-13). As a student who struggled with ideas
for writing, Mike found that having conversations n which others could take the lead on
developing the ideas for the story made writing a more enjoyable experience. Mike also reported,
“I put I put my ideas in there too” (Follow-up Interview #3, 2-14-13). Mike needed the
researcher to understand that he contributed to the ideas in the story that he wrote with his
friends. Conversations about the ideas for a story helped Mike with his writing.

Unrelated Conversations

Bob never engaged in partner writing during the course of the study. He did, however,
attempt to engage in conversations with his peers as he wrote independently. He began by
attempting to share with Nick (neutral attitude focal student), Emi (positive attitude focal
student), and Jeff (neutral attitude focal student) what he knew about sharks, the topic they were
discussing. The researcher noted, “Bob then tries to join the conversation by saying, ‘Just
curious. They don’t attack quickly. They are just curious’” (Observation #2, 1-25-13). His
statement does not engage the other students as they never replied to him. A bit later, Bob tried
again, this time sharing his own writing with Nick. The researcher observed, “He then pauses in
his writing and taps Nick on the shoulders and waits for Nick to face him. When Nick does turn
toward Bob, Bob says, ‘I’m writing a list of pranks to do on my brother. I’m on 14’”
(Observation #2, 1-25-13). Again his statement elicits no response from the other student. So
while Bob attempted to engage in conversation, he did not succeed. Following this observation,
the researcher asked Bob about his feelings toward this attempted interaction. Bob stated,
“Um…I was I wouldn’t mad him at all but I wish I felt like I should just keep on writing some
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more” (Follow-up Interview #2, 1-28-13). Bob did not appear upset by this lack of engagement
from his peers, and it did not impede his writing. Additionally, while Bob did not engage in
partner writing, he did understand that talking with his peers could help his writing. During the
researcher’s first observation of Bob, it was noted that he paused for many minutes in his
writing. Following the observation, the researcher asked Bob how talking to others might have
helped him in his writing. Bob stated, “It would have helped for ideas and and things that they
um know for writing” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-13-12). Bob understood the value of
conversations that took place during writing even if he chose not to engage in them himself.

Co-authoring Shared Responsibilities

During his writing with Philip and Mitchell, Mike was observed to share the
responsibilities for writing the text with his partners. The researcher noted, “Mike finishes
writing his sentence and then passes the paper to Philip… He [Philip] finishes writing the
sentence and passes the paper to Mike” (Observation #3, 2-13-13). Similar to other students in
the study, Mike shared the responsibilities for the physical act of writing. This sharing of
responsibilities allowed all of the students to be engaged.

Peer Editing and Revising

Additionally, Mike engaged in conversations about spelling while writing with Philip and
Mitchell. For example, while writing Mike paused and asked, “Is it h-a-f?” to which Philip
replied, “l-f” (Observation #3, 2-13-13). Mike became unsure of his spelling while writing and
wanted to make sure the words were correct in the story. He felt comfortable asking his peers
for help while writing and allowing them to coach him to be successful in his wiring. Mike
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found value in the conversations in participated in with his peers while writing, as it helped him
with both the ideas for a story and the spelling of the words he was writing.

Lack of Social Interaction

Similar to Bob, Kate never wrote with a partner during the researcher’s observations.
However, unlike Bob who attempted to engage in conversation with other students while writing,
Kate did not make those same attempts. Observation data did not demonstrate that Kate engaged
in social interactions with her peers. At the end of the study, Kate discussed sharing her writing
with others. Kate reported, “Um sometimes I shared it with my friend that I used and sometimes
I share it with my neighbor and I ask does this make sense? Or I just read it to him” (Final
Interview, 3-4-13). While Kate did not participate in peer interactions within the classroom
during the researcher’s observations, Kate did find value in interacting with her peers outside of
school regarding her own writing.

Summary

The negative attitude students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) collectively had very few peer
interactions during the study. Bob and Kate did not write with their classmates at all, and Mike
only engaged in partner writing once during the researcher’s observations. Bob attempted to
involve himself in peer conversations with little success, while Kate did not attempt to engage in
peer conversations. Mike shared his ideas with his partners, although he felt completely
comfortable with his partner taking the lead in regard to developing the ideas for the story. He
also saw value in the help that he received from his peers while writing. The negative attitude
students did not engage in many meaningful peer interactions.

157
Research Question 2b Summary

All of the focal students, with the exception of Kate, engaged with their peers during
writing time. These social interactions were mainly related to the writing that was being
completed. However, the researcher also noted several unrelated conversation students had and
these unrelated conversations did not impede student writing. Social interactions allowed
students to generate as well as develop ideas for writing. Students participated in revising and
editing as a result of the social interactions they had with their peers. As students wrote and
engaged with one another, they were able to offer feedback to each other. Decisions were made
and roles were decided as students interacted. Social interactions assisted students in growing as
writers.

Research Question 3
What genres of writing do students at different attitude levels produce over
the course of the study?

During the study, all students participated in writing through a Writer’s Workshop format
(Fletcher & Portalupi, 2001). In the researcher’s classroom, the writing instruction most often
began with a short mini-lesson focusing on a skill or strategy driven by what the researcher
noticed as she read student writing or what was related to an aspect of the curriculum. During
this study, mini-lessons related to paragraphs, narratives, and research were conducted.
Following the mini-lesson, students were given time to write. The writing options varied from
free choice writing to curriculum-based writing that was required. For the purposes of this study,
all of the writing samples that were collected from the focal students were free choice writing
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samples to gain authentic samples of what students would choose to write about when given the
opportunity to choose.
During the study, 36 writing samples were collected from the nine focal students. Writing
samples were collected in conjunction with the classroom observations conducted by the
researcher. Students were observed three times throughout the study, so a minimum of three
samples were collected from each student. However, the students were often in the middle of a
piece of writing when being observed. In some of these cases, the student offered the researcher
the final piece of writing. Therefore, some samples are redundant in the fact that the researcher
might have the beginning of a text and then the completed text categorized as two separate
samples. In other cases, the student just turned in a completed piece of writing he/she wanted the
researcher to see. Twelve samples were collected from the positive attitude writers, 13 samples
were collected from the neutral attitude writers, and 11 writing samples were collected from the
negative attitude writers.
The researcher classified the writing samples by genre. As the researcher read each
writing sample, six genres emerged: narrative-personal, narrative-fiction, how-to book, lists,
nonfiction, and opinion pieces. Narrative writing included personal narratives in which the
students wrote about experiences that they themselves had experienced. Narrative writing also
included fictional stories students wrote about imagined experiences (Common Core State
Standards, 2016). Writing samples classified as how-to books consisted of explanations for
completing a task such as playing a game or creating a craft. Lists were written as a collection of
ideas, often numbered as a way of organizing the writing. Nonfiction included writing samples
written by the focal students that contained factual information. These three genres are classified
under the broader genre of informative/explanatory according to the Common Core State
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Standards (2016). These included samples in which students used researched information to
write and, in one case, a cookbook. Finally, opinion writing consisted of writing that included an
opinion and evidence to support the opinion (Common Core State Standards, 2016). Table 9
provides an overview of the 36 writing samples by genre, attitude level, and the number of
samples collected.
Table 9
Writing Samples Collected according to Genre and Attitude Level
Genre

Attitude Level

Samples Collected

Narrative-personal

Positive

2

Narrative-personal

Neutral

2

Narrative-personal

Negative

2

Narrative-fiction

Positive

4

Narrative-fiction

Neutral

5

Narrative-fiction

Negative

5

How-to book

Positive

1

How-to book

Neutral

3

How-to book

Negative

0

Lists

Positive

0

Lists

Neutral

0

Lists

Negative

2

Nonfiction

Positive

5

Nonfiction

Neutral

3

Nonfiction

Negative

2

Opinion

Positive

0

Opinion

Neutral

1

Opinion

Negative

0
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Students chose to write narratives, including both personal and fictional, more often than
any other genre. Twenty of the 37 samples were in the narrative genre, and the numbers were
fairly consistent across the three attitude levels. Six narrative samples were collected from the
positive attitude students and seven narrative samples were collected from both the neutral and
negative attitude students. Students across all attitudes utilized the nonfiction genre. However,
the positive attitude students wrote nonfiction more often than both the neutral and negative
attitude students, with five samples being collected from the positive attitude students, three from
the neutral attitude students, and two from the negative attitude students. The remaining three
genres – how-to books, lists, and opinion pieces – were not utilized by students across all attitude
levels. Students at the positive and neutral attitude levels used the how-to book category, while
none of the negative attitude students wrote in this genre. Lists were only written by the negative
attitude students. Opinion writing was only used by a neutral attitude student. The sections below
will discuss the genres the students wrote according to attitude level.

Positive Attitude Students

The positive attitude students (Emi, Sophie, and Zack) wrote a total of 12 samples during
the study. Emi and Zack each wrote in only one genre, nonfiction and narrative-fiction, based on
the collected writing samples. Sophie wrote in two genres: how-to book and narrative-personal.
Table 10 shows the number of samples collected from each positive attitude student according to
the genres in which he or she wrote.
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Table 10
Positive Attitude Students’ Writing Samples by Genre
Focal
Student

Narrativepersonal

Narrativefiction

How-to
Book

Lists

Nonfiction

Opinion

Emi

0

0

0

0

5

0

Sophie

2

0

1

0

0

0

Zack

0

4

0

0

0

0

At the beginning of the study, Emi was asked to tell what kinds of things she liked to
write. Emi reported, “Mostly stories. Because um when I was little kid I liked I liked to read
stories and I found that very fun” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi’s statement reveals she
enjoyed the narrative genre, yet none of her samples collected during the study were in the
narrative genre. The five writing samples that were collected from Emi were all nonfiction. The
first two samples consisted of pages that were later incorporated into her third writing sample,
her completed cat book. As part of her first writing sample, Emi included a “Wild Cats plan” that
told who was working on which wild cat, what was currently being written about, chapter titles,
and steps that were to be taken as each sectioned was developed (Writing Sample, 1-16-13). This
plan was later revised as her book developed. Different cats were included, and the book moved
from just wild cats to wild cats and pet cats (Writing Sample, 2-12-13). As her book evolved,
various features were added to Emi’s book, such as an author’s note and a true and false section
(Writing Sample, 1-16-13). When asked where she obtained the ideas for those specific sections,
Emi reported, “Because in my home I have a book and it’s about volcanoes and floods and
storms that happen and what they do is they have a whole lot of things like places where they
happened and then at the end they’ll write true or false on one different page” (Follow-up
Interview #2, 12-11-12). The reading of books influenced the writing that Emi produced. She
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was able to recreate a format she had read about in a book on a different topic. Emi’s final book,
Wild and Pet CATS, contained several features of nonfiction, including a table of contents,
dedication, section title pages, headings, a glossary, an index, and an about the author page
(Writing Sample, 2-12-13). Once again, Emi was able to incorporate features she had seen in her
reading into her own writing. Emi’s final writing sample consisted of two elements: a plan for
her new book about famous historical women and men that told who she would be writing about,
questions she was asking about the various people, and notes in a timeline format that she had
taken after reading a book about Harriet Tubman (Writing Sample, 2-21-13).
At the end of the study, Emi was again asked about the things that she liked to write. Emi
stated, “Ummm, usually stories and I like I used to like writing um fiction by now I’m more into
nonfiction” (Final Interview, 2-26-13). She explained this difference in her writing by saying,
“Well because in fiction anything can happen so it’s kind of like to me it’s like something could
happen when you don’t even expect it. Nonfiction gives you facts and it’s something that really
happened. So it’s like saying a fiction but it was true” (Final Interview, 2-26-13). According to
her initial and final interviews, Emi’s feelings toward writing fiction versus nonfiction changed
from the beginning to the end of the study. However, her writing samples indicate that she had a
passion for nonfiction and sharing what she had learned with others, as evidenced by the fact that
all five of her writing samples were nonfiction (see Figure 3). This could possibly be due to the
nonfiction curriculum writing that was occurring in the classroom. Toward the end of January
2013 and into February 2013, students began working on informational research projects in the
classroom. This likely influenced students, including Emi, to engage in their own independent
research and informational writing projects.
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Figure 3: Samples of Emi’s writing.

Sophie wrote in two different genres: personal narrative and how-to. At the beginning of
the study when asked about what kinds of things she liked to write, Sophie replied, “I like to
write hmm about maybe like a personal narrative” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Sophie proved
this to be true beginning with her first observation in which she wrote a text entitled “My dog
and hamster” (Writing Sample, 12-13-12). This writing sample included information about her
own pets and what she did with these pets. She also discussed the feelings she had for her pets.
Sophie’s writing in the narrative genre continued into her second observation and writing
sample. This time, Sophie wrote about her experiences as she had added a new American Girl
doll to her collection over the last weekend (Writing Sample, 1-17-13). Once again, Sophie
discussed her experiences as well as her feelings for her American Girl doll. Sophie’s final
writing sample deviated from the narrative genre as she wrote a how-to book that included
games to play and recipes to create (Writing Sample, 2-12-13). However, when asked where she
obtained her ideas for this book, Sophie stated, “Um, my ideas sometimes come from what I am
doing” (Follow-up Interview #3, 2-13-13). Even while writing outside the narrative genre,

164
Sophie was able to utilize her personal experiences to help her write. This how-to book contained
several features seen in nonfiction books, including a table of contents and headings. At the end
of the study, Sophie was again asked what kinds of things she liked to write. Sophie stated, “I
like to write fairy tales and about my dreams and how what I’m thinking about that one day, and
I like when you tell us questions and we have to answer it” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Sophie’s
feelings about writing narratives remained steadfast throughout the course of the study, even
though she demonstrated an ability to move outside the genre by writing a how-to book. She
often utilized her personal experiences, even when not writing a personal narrative, as
demonstrated by using her personal experiences to aid in the writing of the how-to book (see
Figure 4).

Figure 4: Samples of Sophie’s writing.

Unlike Emi who only wrote nonfiction, Zack only wrote within the narrative genre
throughout the course of the study. More specifically, the four writing samples collected from
Zack were all classified as fiction stories. This coincided with what Zack liked to write about
when writing independently. At the beginning of the study, Zack stated, “I mostly like to write
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books the most. Well because I like to make words and make lots of stories” (Initial Interview,
11-12-12). This became apparent as Zack wrote a fictional story based on a picture he had drawn
and a story about Angry Birds at the beginning of the study (Writing Sample, 12-7-12). This
particular writing sample contained very vague character descriptions as Zack referred to people
as “the bad guys” and “one person” (Writing Sample, 12-7-12). Zack’s second writing sample
was also a fiction story, as he recounted some of his favorite fairy tales, either from hearing them
read to him or from watching the movie (Writing Sample, 1-24-13). Zack also wrote a fictional
narrative story when he engaged in partner writing. This story was a make-believe time travel
story in which the characters traveled back to the time of dinosaurs (Writing Sample, 2-7-13).
Following this observation, Zack was asked about his ideas for this piece of text and replied, “I
kind of got the ideas from like imaginary fairy tale books and stuff” (Follow-up Interview #3, 28-13). The reading-writing connection becomes apparent for Zack as his ideas came from texts
he had read in the narrative genre. During his final interview, Zack was asked again about what
kinds of things he liked to write, to which he replied, “I kind of like to write more imaginary
stories than real stories” (2-27-13). This statement from Zack is consistent with the four writing
samples he produced throughout the course of the study were all narrative fiction stories (see
Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Samples of Zack’s writing.

As one can see, the positive attitude students (Emi, Sophie, and Zack) wrote a mix of
different genres. These genres included personal narrative, narrative fiction, nonfiction, and a
how-to book. Sophie was the only positive attitude student to write in more than one genre,
personal narrative and a how-to book. Emi and Zack both wrote in the same genre over the
course of the study, nonfiction and narrative fiction, respectively. Emi’s feelings regarding what
she enjoyed writing changed during the study, moving from narrative fiction stories to nonfiction
pieces of writing, while Zack and Sophie remained consistent in the genre they enjoyed writing.
Zack enjoyed writing narrative fiction stories as reflected by the four writing samples that were
collected. Similarly, Sophie enjoyed writing about personal narratives and this was reflected in
two of her samples, which were personal narratives, as well as drawing on her personal
experiences for the writing of her how-to book.

Neutral Attitude Students

The Neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) wrote a total of 13 samples during the
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study. All three of the neutral attitude students wrote in two different genres. Lara wrote
narrative-personal and how-to books, while Nick and Jeff both wrote narrative-fiction and
nonfiction. Table 11 demonstrates the genres in which each student wrote during the study.
Table 11
Neutral Attitude Students’ Writing Samples by Genre
Focal
Student

Narrativepersonal

Narrativefiction

How-to
Book

Lists

Nonfiction

Opinion

Lara

2

0

3

0

0

0

Nick

0

3

0

0

2

0

Jeff

0

2

0

0

1

1

During the study, Lara wrote in two genres, personal narrative and how-to books. During
her initial interview, Lara declared, “I like to write like things that happened and trips and
peers…and about family and friends and stuff” (11-12-12). This became apparent when looking
at the five writing samples Lara wrote. Three of Lara’s writing samples were written as how-to
books and two of the samples was written as a personal narrative. However, Lara’s love of
writing about things that happened and her family and friends shone through not only in her
personal narrative, but also in her how-to books. Lara’s first two writing samples were how-to
books, with the first being part of the final product, which was sample two. The first sample
included sections about holiday recipes, games, and amazing bead crafts, and the second sample
was expanded to also include a section on cookie crafts (Writing Sample, 12-4-12; Writing
Sample, 12-11-12). The ideas for her book were inspired by the experiences she had with her
family at Christmas. Lara shared, “Well I do all this stuff with my family” (Follow-up Interview
#1, 12-5-12). While writing this how-to book, Lara incorporated transitions words to help her
audience understand the sequence that needed to be followed to make a recipe, play a game, or
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complete a craft. Lara wrote a second how-to book at the end of the study about Valentine crafts.
This book was structured very similarly to the one that she had written at the beginning of the
study (Writing Sample, 2-5-13). Similar to her first how-to book, this book was also based on her
personal experiences. Lara reported, “Um, well me and Gloria like to um like to do crafts
together at my house, and sometimes we just think of a new craft, so we decided to put a ton of
crafts in a book that we came up with or that my mom helped us come with” (Follow-up
Interview #5, 2-6-13). Lara held true to liking to write about her personal experiences in the
how-to book genre.
The second genre that Lara wrote within during the study was personal narrative. Lara
wrote a story about her brother being in the school musical. Lara utilized her personal experience
of the school musical and watching her brother to create a story dedicated to him (Writing
Sample, 1-22-13). She included story elements such as characters, setting, and events in her
personal narrative. Lara was able to write about her personal experiences throughout the course
of the study. Lara stated at the end of the study, “I like to write about experiences and crafts
mostly” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). She even went so far as to say, “I really liked it because um I
um I was um I oh I had a lot of details on it and it it’s really fun just writing about a vacation”
(Final Interview, 3-6-13). Lara’s writing samples during the study included many details and
were related to her personal experiences. As mentioned earlier, Lara had positive feelings toward
writing about her personal experiences, and this was evident in each of the writing samples
collected from Lara (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Samples of Lara’s writing.

Nick began the study writing mainly narrative fiction. He created stories with a friend,
and they developed characters across two stories. When asked why Nick and his partner decided
to continue with the same characters, Nick replied, “Um we decided to continue continue about
the same characters because we wouldn’t have to wait and think a lot more and me and Cameron
wanted to make like the big series of these book” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-12). These
stories included a logical sequence of events and story elements, including characters, setting,
problem and solution. Speech bubbles were also included in the drawings that accompanied the
main text (Writing Sample, 12-11-12; Writing Sample, 12-12-12).
Nick’s feelings about what he liked to write changed over the course of the study. During
his initial interview, Nick stated, “I like to write comics, books, poems” (Initial Interview, 11-1312). These fall under the narrative umbrella. However, by the end of the study Nick asserted, “I
like to write about animals and I like to write about fiction like made up stories and funny
stories” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). This change was evidenced by the change in Nick’s writing
samples as the study concluded. Nick’s final two writing samples were both classified as
nonfiction. Nick had taken notes from a book he was reading and then wrote his findings to share
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the information that he had collected, (Writing Sample, 1-18-13). His final sample collected
included questions he had about John F. Kennedy and the answers that he found from reading
text (Writing Sample, 2-8-13). Nick’s statements during his interviews coincided with his writing
samples collected during the study. Nick enjoyed writing narrative fiction stories but later
enjoyed writing nonfiction pieces as well (see Figure 7).

Figure 7: Samples of Nick’s writing.

Jeff began the study by writing narrative fiction. His first two samples were the same
narrative fiction story, with the second sample being a continuation of the first sample. Both
samples followed a logical sequence of events that made sense to the reader as well as story
elements including characters, setting, and events. As with Nick, Jeff’s final two samples moved
away from narrative fiction. Jeff’s third writing sample, written as an opinion piece, discussed
his favorite movie and gave reasons why The Avengers was his favorite (Writing Sample, 1-1113). Jeff’s final writing sample, also similar to Nick’s, was a nonfiction piece that had research
questions about John F. Kennedy and included the answers he found (Writing Sample, 2-8-13).
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Jeff did not stick with only one genre while writing during the study; instead he chose to write
within three different genres.
When asked what kinds of things he liked to write about at the beginning of the study,
Jeff stated, “I don’t know, like happy things” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Jeff offered no further
elaboration as to what that would include. However, by the end of the study, Jeff felt comfortable
in knowing what he enjoyed writing about given the choice. He stated, “So far things kind of
journeys that I took in my life” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Interestingly, the samples collected
from Jeff never included personal narrative. The researcher did read several pieces by Jeff that
related to journeys he had taken, but they were not directly connected with the study (see Figure
8).

Figure 8: Samples of Jeff’s writing.

The three neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) wrote in a variety of genres.
These genres included how-to books, personal narrative, narrative fiction, opinion writing, and
nonfiction. None of the neutral attitude students wrote in just one genre. Rather, Lara and Nick
wrote in two genres and Jeff wrote in three genres. Students utilized their personal experiences as
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well as topics they were interested in to develop their pieces of writing. Lara’s feelings remained
consistent during the study regarding incorporating her personal experiences into her writing.
Nick’s feelings changed from an interest in narrative fiction to an interest in writing nonfiction.
Jeff’s feelings remained consistent but did not match with the collected samples.

Negative Attitude Students

The negative attitude students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) wrote in various genres throughout
the course of the study. Each of Bob’s samples were written in different genres: narrativepersonal, lists, and opinion. Mike only wrote in one genre, narrative-fiction. Kate wrote
narrative-fiction and nonfiction. Table 12 below shows the number of samples collected in each
genre for the negative attitude students.
Table 12
Negative Attitude Students’ Writing Samples by Genre
Focal
Student

Narrativepersonal

Narrativefiction

How-to
Book

Lists

Nonfiction

Opinion

Bob

2

0

0

1

0

0

Mike

0

3

0

0

0

0

Kate

0

2

0

0

2

0

At the beginning of the study, the researcher asked, “I know you like to write comics but
are there any other kinds of things that you like to write?” and Bob replied, “Uh…no” (Initial
Interview, 11-14-12). Interestingly, during the study, no comics were collected from Bob.
Instead Bob chose to write within two different genres: personal narrative and a list. Bob’s first
sample was a personal narrative in which he discussed his collection of tiny monsters and what
he did with them (Writing Sample, 12-12-12). This piece did little more than tell the types of
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monsters and offered no elaboration. Bob’s second piece, written as a list, contained pranks that
he wanted to play on his brother (Writing Sample, 1-25-13). These ideas were related to a video
game they played. Bob’s final sample, collected at the end of the study, was another personal
narrative. However, unlike his first personal narrative, this piece included his experiences at Cub
Scout Camp (Writing Sample, 2-6-13). Bob moved away from writing about video games and
shared a personal experience with his readers. Bob’s feelings about what he liked to write
changed by the end of the study. During his final interview (2-28-13), Bob stated, “I like to write
things that have happened or things that I know about” This statement coincided with Bob’s
writing sample, as he concluded the study with his personal narrative about camp. He drew on
his personal experiences to create a piece of text, and he enjoyed writing in the personal narrative
genre (see Figure 9).

Figure 9:

Samples of Bob’s writing.

Unlike Bob who wrote in two different genres, Mike only wrote in one genre throughout
the course of the study: narrative fiction. In both his initial and final interviews, Mike was asked
what he liked to write and he responded, “Adventures” (Initial Interview, 11-15-12; Final
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Interview, 3-4-13). This idea of writing about adventures became evident through the writing
samples collected from Mike were all narrative fiction. Each story had an adventure woven into
the text. For example, Mike wrote a story about Angry Birds in which the “Angry Birds defeated
all the pigs but one and that one taught the little the little pigs how to how to make faces”
(Follow-up Interview #1, 1-9-13). Similar to his first writing sample, his second sample was also
about a video game. Instead of Angry Birds, this story told the adventures of Mario and Wario
from Super Mario Brothers (Writing Sample, 1-28-13). While writing with his friends, Mike
wrote about “The kangroo that got stuck in quick sand” (Writing Sample, 2-13-13). This text told
the adventure of a kangaroo family as they were out looking for food. Mike was consistent in his
genre choice throughout the course of the study. He knew what he liked to write, and that made it
fun for him. When asked why he liked writing about Angry Birds, Mike responded, “Cuz it’s
fun” (Follow-up Interview #1, 1-9-13). Mike demonstrated an enjoyment for writing narrative
fiction (see Figure 10).

Figure 10:

Samples of Mike’s writing.
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Kate, the final negative attitude student, wrote in three different genres. Kate began the
study by creating a list of plans for her toys’ birthday parties. This piece of writing included
multiple lists with one list per toy (Writing Sample, 12-14-12). Kate then moved away from list
writing and turned to narrative fiction. During her initial interview, when asked what she liked to
write, Kate responded, “I like to write stories” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). One such story was
written at the beginning of the study about a Star Family and the adventures they had (Writing
Sample, 12-14-13). When asked to tell about her story, Kate stated, “Now as I like to write
stories. They are like my best friends. Stories and books are my best friends” (Follow-up
Interview, 12-17-12). Kate also wrote a second narrative fiction story about a princess and a rock
star. This story included story elements, such as characters, setting and events. However, the
sequence of events became difficult for the researcher to follow. In the story, Kate wrote about
Sarina arriving on the scene, and then the scene immediately changed, leaving the reader slightly
confused (Writing Sample, 1-10-13). Kate concluded the study by writing two nonfiction pieces.
The first piece, a cookbook, included recipes she wrote for her grandma. When asked about her
cookbook, Kate stated, “I sort of said hey my grandma likes to cook so I’m gonna give it to her
and so she really likes to cook and so I said hey maybe I’ll make a recipe book for her” (Followup Interview #2, 1-11-13). The recipes included ingredients and the directions that needed to be
followed to successfully make the dish (Writing Sample, 1-10-13). Her final sample was a
nonfiction piece that included notes based on her experience with a secret admirer. She included
the evidence she had gathered as well as diagrams with labels to help illustrate the text she had
written (Writing Sample, 2-15-13). Similar to Lara, a neutral attitude student, Kate found ways to
incorporate personal experiences into her writing regardless of the genre in which she was
writing. When asked at the end of the study what she liked to write about, Kate stated, “Chapter
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books. That’s my main entire thing. Chapter books” (Final Interview, 2-4-13). This proved to be
somewhat true for Kate as she did write two chapter books, both narrative fiction, during the
study. Kate was not afraid to venture outside of her favorite genre of writing, also writing
nonfiction (see Figure 11).

Figure 11:

Samples of Kate’s writing.

The three negative attitude students wrote in various genres throughout the duration of
the study. Bob wrote in two different genres, Mike only wrote in one genre, and Kate wrote in
three. These genres included lists, personal narrative, narrative fiction, and nonfiction. Personal

177
experiences were often woven into the writing, regardless of the genre being utilized. Bob’s
feelings changed from the beginning of the study where he liked to write comics to the end of the
study where he enjoyed writing about his personal experiences. This is reflected in the samples
Bob submitted during the study. Unlike Bob, Mike’s feelings stayed consistent during the study,
and he demonstrated this in the adventure writing that he completed within the narrative fiction
genre. Kate’s feelings also remained consistent as she continued to enjoy writing stories.
However, she did not just stick to writing stories, but she also ventured into writing lists and
nonfiction, including a cookbook.

Summary

The above sections detail how each student within the three attitude levels, positive,
neutral, and negative, utilized six different genres throughout the course of the study. Students
had the opportunity to choose the genre in which they were going to write, with narrative most
often being the genre of choice. Students often drew upon personal experience when writing, as
in the case of their personal narratives. Having choice in genre allowed students to express their
thoughts and communicate their ideas to others.

Chapter 4 Summary

Chapter 4 provided the results for each of the research questions for this qualitative case
study. These results were discussed according to researcher-defined attitude levels as well as
each individual focal student.
The first research question was what are third grade students’ perceptions of themselves
as writers and their own writing and how do they develop throughout the course of the study? It
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was found that, regardless of attitude level, all students held both positive and negative
perceptions about themselves as writers and their writing. Additionally, the students held an
awareness regarding factors that influenced their perceptions. These factors included personal
experience, the ease and difficulty of writing, improvement of and pride in writing, and the
writing process, including idea generation, changes in writing, and sharing writing. Throughout
the course of the study, students became more aware of themselves as writers and the views they
held about writing.
Research question 2a was how do students at different attitude levels interact with their
peers in the classroom throughout the course of the study. Results indicated that the nine focal
students held mixed preferences for writing individually and writing with a partner. Two students
held a neutral awareness, liking to write individually as well as with a partner. Three students
preferred to write individually. One student preferred to write individually but also enjoyed
partner writing. Two students held mixed preferences. Finally, one student preferred to write
only with a partner. These preferences became apparent through the observations conducted by
the researcher.
Research question 2b asked what social interactions third grade students engage in during
writing time throughout the course of the study. It was found that the neutral attitude students
engaged in the fewest interactions during the study. Several types of interactions took place
among the students, including meaningful conversation often centered on co-authoring roles
related to idea generation and idea development. Additionally, students coached each other when
it became difficult to obtain an idea or spell a word. Students collaborated with each other to
compose a text and demonstrated shared responsibilities in doing so.
The final research question asked what genres of writing students at different attitude
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levels produce over the course of the study. It was found that students wrote in six different
genres throughout the study. The most utilized genre was narrative fiction, closely followed by
nonfiction writing. Additionally, students wrote personal narratives, how-to books, opinion texts,
and lists. These genres varied across the attitude levels.
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CHAPTER 5
THEORETICAL MODEL: GROWING A WRITER
This chapter provides a detailed discussion of the data collected, focusing on the
identification of themes, similarities, and differences across the three attitude levels of students.
Such analysis contributed to the development of a model (see Figure 12) that represents the
student writers and the various components that appeared to impact writers in the study. The tree
represents the writer, and similar to trees, writers are made up of various components. These
components include a root system, branches, and leaves. The writers are rooted and fed with the
classroom culture, which in this case was Writer’s Workshop and the writing process, as the
trunk of a tree is rooted in place. A tree’s branches grow up and out of the trunk, and in this
study, these branches consist of the perceptions students developed, their social interactions, and
their choices during the Writer’s Workshop. Leaves, sprouting from the branches, represent the
conversation types students engaged in during the study, the categories of perceptions, and the
types of choices students made. This chapter provides a discussion and explanation of the model
components followed by cross case analysis across attitude levels.
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Figure 12:

Model for developing a writer.
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Root System

The root system, which in this model consists of two main roots, Writer’s Workshop and
the writing process, helped provide a foundation for writing. From these main roots, smaller
roots extend out, representing the parts of Writer’s Workshop and the steps of the writing
process. Mini-lessons, choice, time to write, and sharing comprised the smaller roots that
extended from the main root of Writer’s Workshop. Extending from the main root of the writing
process, these smaller roots represented prewriting/brainstorming, drafting, editing, revising, and
publishing. Each main root, along with its corresponding smaller roots, will be discussed in the
sections below.

Root: Writer’s Workshop

Writer’s Workshop, represented by the first main root, was employed by the researcher as
an avenue for providing writing experiences for the students in the study. Each day the workshop
began with a short mini-lesson to focus on curriculum or the needs of the students. One such
mini-lesson taught the students about how to write a paragraph. Emi, a positive attitude student,
stated, “I never knew about paragraphs or indentation or anything like that. And so when you
taught me I knew. I also never knew about narratives and things like that” (Final Interview, 2-2613). Similarly, Jeff, a neutral attitude student, also referenced the paragraph mini-lessons by
stating, “You teach me so much about paragraphs that I just can’t stop” (Initial Interview, 11-1312). Writing time followed that allowed students to engage in an extended writing time of 20-30
minutes. Sharing occurred both during the writing time as students asked each other for help or

183
the researcher pointed out writing models from the students and at the end of the workshop as
students shared parts of works in progress or a completed piece of text.

Root: The Writing Process

As seen in the model, the second main root represents the writing process. This is the
approach the researcher utilized in her classroom throughout the course of the study. The main
root includes several smaller roots that extend from it representing the steps of the writing
process. The steps in the writing process including prewriting/brainstorming, drafting, revising,
editing, and publishing were utilized in the classroom during this study. At the beginning of the
year, students were taught mini-lessons for each component of the writing process. Students
understood each step of the process and knew they could move from step to step and back again.
It was not a linear process but rather a recursive process.
The first smaller root that grows from the main root of the writing process is
prewriting/brainstorming, where the process started. During this process, students began to think
about their topic, what genre would best convey their thoughts, and their audience. Students also
took time to brainstorm different ideas to write about before finally deciding on a topic. This
smaller root of prewriting/brainstorming is the first step in the writing process.
Drafting is the next small root that extends from the main writing process root. After
students determined a topic for writing, they then began to use that topic to create a draft. This
next component of the writing process allowed students to write and fully develop the topic they
had chosen. While drafting, students were able to express their ideas on paper.
Revision, the third small root extending from the writing process main root, occurred for
students both as they were writing as well as after they had finished a piece of writing. Revisions
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by the students included making sure their writing made sense, adding details to their text,
organizing their writing, and word choice. Students often engaged in rereading of their writing to
engage in the revision step of the writing process. As previously mentioned, the writing process
was viewed as a recursive process, and at times, revision led students back to
prewriting/brainstorming or drafting.
Editing was the next small root that extended from the writing process main root. This
step was utilized by all students in the study regardless of attitude level. Students edited for
mechanics and/or spelling throughout the course of the study. Editing often happened while
students were writing as well as after a piece had been completed.
Publishing was the final step and last small root of the writing process utilized by the
researcher and her students in the writing process. For their free choice pieces, students
determined whether they wanted to take the piece to be published. Upon completion of a piece of
writing, students determined if and how they wanted to share their finished product with others.
The main root of the writing process was utilized during the Writer’s Workshop. Students
worked through each step of the writing process, represented by the smaller roots, although not
necessarily in a linear fashion but rather as a recursive process.

Summary of the Root System

Like the roots of a tree, holding its trunk in place, Writer’s Workshop and the writing
process held the student writers in place. They were grounded through the process and
workshops that allowed them to learn, write, and develop as writers. Roots provide the
foundation upon which a tree is supported. Similarly, Writer’s Workshop and the writing process
provided the foundation for the writers and support these writers as they continued to develop.
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Just as trees vary by type, writers are not the same, and having a strong foundation of roots
allows for support as writers need it. Students experienced writing time in which they had the
opportunity to take their writing through the complete writing process with the help of their peers
and teachers. They experienced the opportunities to choose how to create a piece of text. The
roots of a tree also feed the tree, and the writing process and Writer’s Workshop fed the students,
enabling them to continue to develop as writers. As the writer is fed with the culture of the
classroom including participation in the Writer’s Workshop, she further develops, forming
perceptions about writing and herself as a writer, engaging in social interactions, and making
choices about genre and writing preferences, the branches in the model, which will be discussed
below.

Branches and Leaves: Findings from the Study

As a tree continues to develop, branches spring forth from the trunk and leaves sprout
from the branches. Similarly, the writers develop as they are immersed in the writing culture
(Schultz & Fecho, 2000). In this study, the branches include social interactions, perceptions, and
choice. Leaves sprout from the branches of a tree, and in this study, the leaves represented
factors that influenced perceptions, the types of social interactions in which the students
engaged, and the choices students made during writing time. Each branch and its corresponding
leaves are discussed below.

Branch and Leaves: Students’ Perceptions

The first branch represents the students’ perceptions, which continued to develop as they
were provided with writing opportunities through the root system of Writer’s Workshop and the
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writing process. Perceptions, as found in this study, could be positive or negative. These
perceptions could remain constant over a period of time, or they could fluctuate depending on the
situation. Additionally, students could hold a neutral awareness about themselves as writers,
about the writing process, or about their own writing. This occurred when they did not exhibit a
positive or negative perception. These perceptions could change or remain constant as student
writers were fed with the classroom culture and had the opportunities to create writing (Dyson,
1992; Kos & Maslowski, 2001). The leaves of the model represented the factors that influenced
the perceptions of students: personal experience, the ease and difficulty of writing, improvement
of and pride in writing, and the writing process including idea generation, making changes to
writing, and sharing writing. Just as a tree can vary in size, the number of branches, and the
leaves, so too did the writers vary in the perceptions they held and developed over time and the
factors that influenced their perceptions.

Branch and Leaves: Social Interactions

The second branch in the model represents the social interactions students engaged in
throughout the course of the study. The leaves that sprout from this branch represent the specific
types of social interactions students might engage in while writing. The leaves in the model
include peer feedback, idea generation and development, unrelated conversations, co-authoring
decision making, co-authoring shared responsibilities, and peer editing and revising. As students
continued to develop as writers, they experimented with social interactions. These interactions
could occur as they were writing independently and they joined a conversation around them. Or
these interactions might happen as they were engaged in writing with a partner. There could also
be times when students were engaged in writing and did not exhibit any social interactions
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Branch and Leaves: Choice

Finally, the third branch of the tree represents student choice. Again, just as the branches
and leaves vary on a tree, so did the types of choices students make while writing. While choice
cannot always be provided as curriculum needs to be followed, choice is a part of the Writer’s
Workshop. During Writer’s Workshop, students were often afforded the opportunity to choose
the genre they would utilize during their writing time and the topic they would write about.
Additionally, students were often given the choice to write independently or with a partner. In
this study, students also had choice in whether to publish their independent writing pieces (noncurriculum pieces). Initially, students were given opportunities for choice and the teacher guided
them in making decisions that were appropriate. However, as the students continued to develop
as writers, they began to become more aware of themselves as writers and were able to make
their own choices more often. They were able to choose the genre they wanted to write
depending on how they wished to convey their ideas about their topic to their audience.
Similarly, students made decisions about writing independently if they wished to solely use their
own ideas or write with a partner if they were looking for assistance with developing ideas or
wanting to engage socially during writing.

Summary of the Model

This chapter proposed a model for developing writers. Just as a tree is composed of many
parts, so were the student writers. Grounded by the roots of the classroom culture, which in this
study included Writer’s Workshop and the writing process, students who held varying
perceptions were provided a foundation upon which to build as they continued to develop as
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writers. Just as a tree needs to be fed and nurtured, so did the developing writers. Trees need
sunlight and water to grow. Writers are nurtured by being provided an environment in which
they are given time to write and guidance from teachers. Additionally, having choice in the genre
as well as topic allowed students to often feel positively about writing and allowing students to
engage in social interactions during writing provided time for writers to learn from each other.
The model discussed here allowed for the nurturing of developing writers through the
implementation of Writer’s Workshop and weaving the writing process throughout the
Workshop. Writers were provided the opportunity to develop as they participated in meaningful
and engaging writing times.
Chapter 4 presented findings for each of the nine focal students. The remainder of this
chapter will present a cross case analysis among the students and across the attitude levels. The
parts of the model described above will be incorporated into the analysis.

Cross Case Analysis

Nine focal students participated in the study and were divided among three attitude
levels: positive attitude, neutral attitude, and negative attitude, with three students at each level.
Emi, Sophie, and Zack began the study with positive attitudes. Lara, Nick, and Jeff held neutral
attitudes at the beginning of the study. Bob, Mike, and Kate began the study with a negative
attitude. Findings have previously been discussed within attitude levels in Chapter 4. The aim of
this portion of Chapter 5 is to look at the cross case analysis across attitude levels.
Throughout the course of the study, the researcher interviewed students to gain insight
into their thoughts about the steps of the writing process. As discussed above, the writing process
was a main root in the model and provided a foundation for supporting writers in the classroom.
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The sections below look at the steps of the writing process including prewriting/brainstorming,
drafting, revising, editing, and publishing, and students’ thoughts regarding these steps, the small
roots of the main writing process root.

Small Root: Prewriting/Brainstorming

Students were asked to discuss how they got ready to write during the
prewriting/brainstorming step of the writing process, represented in the model as a small root.
Regardless of the attitude level of the student, the students, with the exception of Bob (negative
attitude), mentioned needing to think and/or write their ideas. They needed to determine a topic,
that is what they were going to be writing about when they had writing time. For example, Emi
(positive attitude) reported, “First I think of ideas I could write about” (Initial Interview, 11-1412). Mike, a negative attitude student, had similar ideas to Emi as she stated, “Think about what
you’re going to write about” (Final Interview, 3-4-13). Both of these students felt that it was
important to think about what they were going to be writing about prior to beginning to write.
Nick, a neutral attitude student, had a slightly different idea when it came to getting ready to
write. Nick reported, “Make a list and sometimes it just pops into my brain so I just write it down
but I might make a list” (Initial Interview, 11-13-12). While Nick did not specifically say think,
he alluded to thinking when he discussed how an idea just comes to his brain. Additionally, Nick
demonstrated a need to write down ideas he could possibly write about during writing time. As
mentioned previously, Bob (negative attitude) was the only focal student who did not specifically
discuss thinking about his writing prior to beginning to write. He only mentioned the materials
that he would need to begin writing. The students utilized this step of the writing process,
represented in the model as a small root, to be ready to write. They demonstrated a preparedness
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for writing after taking time to think and/or gather materials for writing, regardless of attitude
level.

Small Root: Drafting

The next small root extending from the main root of the writing process was drafting.
This is where students put their thoughts and ideas on paper. Students were asked about what
they did while they were writing, and students at all attitude levels mentioned thinking about
what they were writing and what might come next in their writing. For example, Emi (positive
attitude) stated, “Thinking about what I could write next” (Initial Interview, 11-14-12). Emi was
always thinking about what she was writing and was would be coming next. Nick (neutral
attitude) also thought about what was going to be happening next in his writing and was also
making sure his writing made sense. He reported, “When I write um like when I’m done with a
sentence I have to think about what my next sentence is and I have to make it match like the
sentence” (Final Interview, 3-6-13). Finally, Bob (negative attitude) also discussed thinking and
planning ahead while he was writing. Nick stated, “Um while I’m writing I have my brain going
while I’m writing to get ideas while I’m still writing so I know what would be next after that…”
(Final Interview, 2-28-13). All students, regardless of attitude level, spent time thinking about
the writing they were completing while they were writing. Students often spent time planning
ahead in their writing so they knew what they were going to be writing about next in their text.

Small Root: Revising

Revision, the third small root extending from the main root of the writing process, often
happened during the drafting step as students were writing. It also happened as an independent
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step when students completed a piece of writing. Findings from this study indicated that students
revised for a variety of reasons, including making sure their writing made sense, adding details to
their text, organizing their writing, and word choice.
Students at all three attitude levels revised their work to ensure that it made sense. For
example, Emi (positive attitude) reported, “To make sure it made sense and um sometimes I even
had to change the main idea of the story because it wouldn’t make sense with the beginning”
(Final Interview, 2-26-13). Emi understood the importance of the entire story needing to make
sense and if it did not it was necessary to make changes. Lara (neutral attitude) also reported
making changes to her writing when things did not make sense, when she reported, “I erase
sometimes I write the wrong thing and it doesn’t make sense” (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-1512). Bob (negative attitude) also understood there were times in his writing when things did not
make sense. He stated, “Well sometimes the words don’t make sense” (Follow-up Interview #3,
2-7-13). Often students worked independently as they developed an understanding that their
writing did not make sense, as in the cases of Emi (positive attitude), Sophie (positive attitude),
Lara (neutral attitude), Nick (neutral attitude), Bob (negative attitude), and Kate (negative
attitude). Other times, as in the cases of Zack (positive attitude), Jeff (neutral attitude), and Mike
(negative attitude), the realization that the writing did not make sense came at the prompting of
the partner(s) with whom they were writing at the time. Making sure that writing made sense was
deemed necessary by all nine focal students in the study.
Adding details was another part of revision students employed across all attitude levels,
but not across all students. Sophie (positive attitude), Zack (positive attitude), Nick (neutral
attitude), and Bob (negative attitude) were found to add details to their writing during their
process of revision during researcher observations. For example, Sophie reported, “At those
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times I was thinking about what I've written and what I can add to it. (when asked about pauses)”
(Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-12). While Sophie was general in discussing what she could add
to her writing, Zack gave a specific example. He stated, “Like I put one time I put the pizza was
very good and then I thought I could change it to the pizza was very juice and it had lots of sauce
on it” (Initial Interview, 11-12-12). Zack realized that adding details made his writing more
interesting. Nick was observed to add details to his drawing to tell the story. During the
observation, the researcher noted, “They return to page 1 and Nick adds to the drawing on that
page, while still sharing ideas. Cameron suggests to Nick what to add to the drawing and Nick
does that before restacking the papers together” (Observation #1, 12-11-12). As with revising to
make sure writing makes sense, students were sometimes writing independently while adding
details to writing, as in the cases of Sophie, Zack, and Bob. Nick worked on adding details to his
drawing while writing with Cameron. Adding details was found to occur across all three attitude
levels.
Revising to organize writing only occurred across two attitude levels, positive and
neutral, and with two focal students: Sophie (positive attitude) and Lara (neutral attitude). During
a follow-up interview with the researcher, Sophie discussed needing to organize her writing into
paragraphs. She stated, “I would need to find out um I need to find out my introduction and I
need to find out where my um topics change” (Follow-up Interview #2, 1-18-13). Sophie had
looked at her writing with assistance from the researcher and understood that she likely had
multiple paragraphs in her writing. Similarly, Lara discussed the need to organize her writing
into paragraphs. Lara posited, “I'll probably read it over all together and then when I see a good
stopping point I'll probably put like a little line there so that I know that's an end of a paragraph”
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(Follow-up Interview #3, 1-24-13). These two students found it important to organize their
writing through the process of revision.
As with revising to organize, revising for word choice only occurred across two attitude
levels, neutral and negative, and with five focal students, Lara (neutral attitude), Nick (neutral
attitude), Jeff (neutral attitude), Bob (negative attitude), and Kate (negative attitude). No positive
attitude students were observed to utilize revising for word choice in the researcher observations,
and it was not specifically mentioned in the interviews. Lara (neutral attitude) was observed by
the researcher to change her word choice, “She writes ‘fun’ as a title at the top of the page, but
then erases the word and replaces the word with ‘Amsing Beads’” (Observation #1, 12-4-12).
Jeff, also a neutral attitude student, explained why he focused on word choice. He reported,
“Like instead of you know like saying he did he did he did I would change it into a more
interesting word. Because your writing would get boring and boring and boring and boring”
(Initial Interview, 11-13-12). Kate, a negative attitude student, discussed her word choice as a
result of the lessons in which she had engaged in throughout the year.
I like differences like saying oh well I think this word would be better than this one.
Or maybe I would say this is better than this because it's a bigger word, it's a more
fancy word. That's what I like about books because they can add like so as we were
reading you taught us so so far during school You have said okay is this a boring
word or a good word? So like hmm what word what good word should I say? Hmm
how about delighted? Delighted means really great like yeah I would really like to do
this. Would you say so for another example I like to play outside. No no no. Maybe it
would be sometimes I like to play a certain thing like soccer for example outside int
he backyard. That's more interesting. (Follow-up Interview #1, 12-17-12)
Students understood the value in the words that they were choosing to utilize in their writing and
how the words could impact what they were trying to communicate with others. Writing became
more detailed and sometimes more interesting as a result of the words that were chosen.
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Small Root: Editing

Editing was the next small root extending from the writing process main root. Similar to
revision, editing often occurred as students were drafting as well as a separate step after writing
was complete. All students, regardless of attitude level, edited their work most often for
mechanics and/or spelling. The following are examples of students editing while writing, as
observed by the researcher. Emi (positive attitude) was observed to edit for capitalization during
her writing, “She erases ‘It’ and writes ‘it’ before brushing off her paper” (Observation #1, 1216-12). Jeff, a neutral attitude student, was also observed to edit for capitalization, “He erase the
‘c’ and rewrites it as a capital ‘C’” (Observation #2, 1-11-13). Sophie (positive attitude) and Kate
(negative attitude) were both observed to edit for punctuation while writing. For example, the
researcher noted, “She continues writing, adding quotation marks around ‘good night’”
(Observation #2, 1-17-13). The researcher observed Kate, “She pauses, adds a period to the end
of the sentence she was writing, and then begins writing step 2” (Observation #2, 1-10-13).
Finally, Bob was observed to engage in editing for spelling. The researcher noted, “He continues
by writing ‘snowbusk’ and then pauses in his writing. He puts both hand in his desk and pulls out
a pencil that has an eraser. He uses this new pencil to erase the ‘k’ and replaces it with ‘h’” (Bob,
Negative Attitude, Observation #2, 1-25-13). Students across all attitude levels edited their work,
sometimes independently and sometimes with the help of a partner, while they were writing.
This editing helped to improve their writing and to follow the conventions of writing.
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Small Root: Publishing

Publishing, the final small branch extending from the writing process main root, was a
step that all students discussed. This step was not always completed by students, since for free
choice pieces, it was not required. Students determined what they wanted to do with a piece of
writing they completed. Students were asked what they did when they finished a piece of
writing. Several students, including Emi (positive attitude), Sophie (positive attitude), Zack
(positive attitude), Lara (neutral attitude), and Nick (neutral attitude) all mentioned sharing their
writing with others, specifically, their parents, grandparents, or other students. For example, “I
will either maybe take it home and publish it and show it to my parents or I will either keep it
here to publish or take it to the publishing center” (Sophie, Follow-up Interview #1, 12-14-12).
Bob (negative attitude) and Mike (negative attitude) both reported not sharing their writing or
publishing the writing. For example, the following exchange occurred between the researcher
and Mike:
Interviewer:
Mike:
Interviewer:
Mike:
Interviewer:
Mike:

What will you do with this story when you finish it?
Put it in my folder.
Are you going to publish it?
No.
Why not?
Cuz…I don’t like to (Mike, Negative Attitude, Follow-up Interview #1, 19-13).

While all students discussed what they planned to do with a finished piece of writing,
they did not all have the same reasoning behind their ideas for the finished product. The positive
attitude students – Emi, Sophie, and Zack – all had a sense of pride in their writing as they
completed it and wanted to share it with others, namely grandparents and parents. The neutral
attitude students – Lara, Nick, and Jeff – did not all have the same reasoning behind what they
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were going to do with their finished product. Lara and Nick both held a sense of pride, similar to
the positive attitude students, as evidenced by Lara wanting to show her writing to her parents
and Nick wanting others to read his writing. Jeff made it known that he wanted to publish his
writing, but he did not specifically mention sharing it with others. The negative attitude students
– Bob, Mike, and Kate – differed greatly from the positive and neutral attitude students. Kate
was the only negative attitude student who looked forward to sharing her writing with others.
Bob and Mike both had no desire to share their writing with others, with Mike expressing those
feelings directly to the researcher. Many differences can be seen among the three attitude levels
with regard to publishing their finished pieces of writing, often as a result of their perceptions
about themselves as writers and their writing.

Branch and Leaves: Perceptions

Students in this study held positive and negative perceptions as well as a neutral
awareness about themselves as writers and about writing. These perceptions are represented by a
branch and leaves on the model of a writer shared earlier in this chapter. Students entered the
study holding perceptions that sometimes remained constant and other times they changed.
Several factors (i.e., personal experience, the ease and difficulty of writing, improvement of and
pride in writing, and the writing process including ideas generation, making changes to writing,
and sharing writing) are discussed below, illustrating the perceptions that students held.
Personal experience was a factor that was not dependent on attitude level. Emi (positive
attitude), Nick (neutral attitude), and Mike (negative attitude) began the study with a negative
perception about writing about their personal experiences yet ended the study with a positive
perception regarding writing about their personal experiences. Sophie (positive attitude), Zack

197
(positive attitude), Lara (neutral attitude), Jeff (neutral attitude), and Kate (neutral attitude),
maintained a positive perception regarding writing about their personal experiences. Bob
(negative attitude) maintained a negative attitude regarding writing about his personal
experiences. Thus, attitude level did not impact students’ perceptions regarding writing about
personal experiences.
All students, regardless of attitude level, held a positive perception regarding the ease of
writing. While they had different reasons as to why writing was easy for them, they all felt
positively about writing when it was easy for them. At each attitude level, two students held an
awareness about when writing was difficult and one student held a negative perception regarding
when writing was difficult. At the positive attitude level, Emi and Sophie held an awareness
about writing being difficult for them and Zack possessed a negative perception about writing
being difficult. At the neutral attitude level, both Lara and Jeff demonstrated a neutral awareness
regarding writing being difficult for them, while Nick showed a negative perception when
writing was difficult for him. Finally, at the negative attitude level, Mike and Kate held an
awareness of when writing was difficult for them, and Bob demonstrated a negative perception
when writing was difficult for him.
All students, with the exception of Bob (negative attitude), demonstrated a positive
perception about the improvement of and pride in writing. These students wanted to improve
their writing and, as a result, felt pride in the writing that they completed. Bob, however,
demonstrated mixed perceptions about improving his writing and the pride he felt in his writing,
as evidenced by his WAS scores and self-reported data.
When looking at how students felt about idea generation, several students, including Emi
(positive attitude), Lara (neutral attitude), and Kate (negative attitude), held a positive perception
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toward idea generation. Sophie (positive attitude), Zack (positive attitude), Nick (neutral
attitude), Jeff (neutral attitude), and Bob (negative attitude) all held an awareness about how they
generated their ideas for writing. Finally, Mike (negative attitude) had mixed perceptions toward
idea generation. This depended on whether Mike had ideas for writing.
When looking at making changes to writing, there were some differences among the
attitude levels. Emi, Sophie, and Zack all held positive perceptions when it came to making
changes that were prompted by their peers or teachers. Lara, Nick, and Jeff differed in their
perceptions regarding making changes to their writing when prompted by their peers or teachers.
Lara began the study with a negative perception about making changes to her writing that were
prompted by her teacher and her peers. However, by the end of the study, Lara’s perceptions
about teacher and peer prompted changes had changed to a positive perception. Nick held a
positive perception throughout the study when it came to teacher prompted changes. At the
beginning of the study, Nick felt negatively about peer prompted changes, yet by the end of the
study he felt positively about these peer prompted changes. Jeff demonstrated a negative
perception regarding making teacher prompted changes throughout the course of the study. He
showed a positive perception regarding making peer prompted changes during the study. All
three negative attitude students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) held negative perceptions when it came to
making teacher and peer prompted changes to their writing throughout the course of the study.
All students, regardless of attitude level, held an awareness about making self-initiated changes
to their writing.
When it came to sharing writing with others, all of the positive attitude students (Emi,
Sophie, and Zack) as well as all of the neutral awareness students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff)
demonstrated positive perceptions throughout the course of the study. The negative attitude
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students (Bob, Mike, and Kate) differed from the positive and neutral attitude students. Bob and
Mike demonstrated negative perceptions about sharing their writing throughout the course of the
study.While Kate began the study with a negative perception about sharing her writing with
others, she ended the study with a positive perception when it came to sharing her writing with
others.
During this study, students were prompted by the researcher to reflect on themselves as
writers and their own writing. As a tree’s branches and leaves may change over time, so to can
the perceptions that the students hold regarding writing and themselves.

Branch and Leaves: Social Interactions

The second branch in the model of a writer is social interactions. The leaves that sprout
from this branch represent categories of conversations, including peer feedback, idea generation
and development, unrelated conversations, co-authoring decisions, co-authoring shared
responsibilities, and peer editing and revising. Eight of the nine focal students in this study were
observed as they participated in peer interactions during Writer’s Workshop. These students
engaged in partner writing and/or independent writing and participated in conversations with
their peers. The researcher observed these conversation categories among the three attitude levels
but not across all students.
Peer feedback was only demonstrated with the positive attitude and neutral attitude
students. These students understood the value that feedback from peers could offer for improving
their writing. Two positive attitude students, Emi and Sophie, and all three neutral attitude
students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) discussed the value of peer feedback in their interviews.
Idea generation and development conversations allowed students to create a piece of text.
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Students at all attitude levels were observed having conversations about ideas while writing,
which allowed the students to think through their writing. Emi and Zack were positive attitude
students who participated in conversations related to ideas. Sophie was not observed to engage in
conversations related to ideas. All three neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff)
participated in idea related conversations. Mike was the only student within the negative attitude
level to engage in conversations to generate and develop ideas.
Unrelated conversations were observed across all three attitude levels. These
conversations neither helped nor impeded the writing that was occurring at the time. The
unrelated conversations, with the exception of Bob’s conversations, took place in co-authoring
situations. Emi (positive attitude), Nick (neutral attitude), Jeff (neutral attitude), and Bob
(negative attitude) all engaged in conversations that were off topic from their writing while
writing with other students. Zack (positive attitude) and Bob (negative attitude) attempted to
have a conversation with other students while writing independently.
Co-authoring decision making was only seen across two attitude levels, above average
and average. Observation and interview data did not yield any information related to coauthoring decision making. All three positive attitude students (Emi, Sophia, and Zack) and all
three neutral attitude students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff) engaged in conversations about decisions
that needed to be made in their writing with a partner. These conversations involved decisions
about who was going to be doing the writing as well as which section of a text students would be
working on writing.
Co-authoring shared responsibilities were observed by the researcher across all three
attitude levels. Two positive attitude students (Sophie and Zack), all three neutral attitude
students (Lara, Nick, and Jeff), and one negative attitude student (Mike) conversed with other
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students about how to share the responsibility for the writing taking place. This allowed for
engagement among the students involved.
Peer editing and revising were also observed by the researcher across all three attitude
levels. One positive attitude student (Zack), all three neutral attitude level students (Lara, Nick,
and Jeff), and one negative attitude student (Mike) participated in peer editing and revising while
writing with others. The students helped each other spell unknown words, add punctuation, and
decide word choice. These conversations helped students to improve a piece of writing.
Two negative attitude students, Kate and Bob, exhibited a lack of social interaction.
Neither student chose to write with a partner throughout the study. Kate did not attempt to
engage with her peers while writing independently, while Bob did attempt to engage his peers,
although he was unsuccessful.
Overall, eight of the nine focal students participated in conversations with their peers. A
range of reasons were observed among students as noted above. Based on the observations, the
negative attitude students engaged in the fewest peer interactions. The neutral attitude students
were engaged in the most conversations with peers. Social interactions were important to the
writers who engaged in the conversations. These interactions helped the students continue to
grow and develop as writers.

Branch and Leaves: Choice

The final branch in the model presented earlier in this chapter represented choice.
Students were given opportunities to make choices throughout the Writer’s Workshop, including
the choice of genre and whether they wrote independently or with a partner, shown in the model
as leaves on the choice branch. Students’ choice in genre across attitude levels is discussed,
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followed by a discussion of writing independently and with a partner across attitude levels.
The nine focal students in this study wrote in six different genres during the course of the
study, which included narrative-personal, narrative-fiction, how-to book, lists, nonfiction, and
opinion. Three of these genres (narrative-personal, narrative-fiction, and nonfiction) were
utilized by students in each of the three attitude levels. How-to books were utilized by both the
positive and neutral attitude students. Lists were only utilized by the negative attitude students. A
neutral attitude student was the only student to utilize the opinion genre.
Three students – Emi (positive attitude), Zack (positive attitude), and Mike (negative
attitude) – only chose to write in one genre for the duration of the study based on the writing
samples collected. Emi only wrote nonfiction, while Zack and Mike only wrote narrative fiction.
Sophie (positive attitude), Lara (neutral attitude), Nick (neutral attitude), and Bob (negative
attitude) wrote in two different genres. Sophie and Lara wrote how-to books and personal
narratives, Nick wrote narrative fiction and nonfiction, and Bob wrote lists and personal
narrative. Finally, Jeff (neutral attitude) and Kate (positive attitude) wrote in three genres during
the study. Jeff wrote narrative fiction, opinion writing, and nonfiction, while Kate wrote
narrative fiction, lists, and nonfiction. Narrative fiction, written by five students, was utilized
more than any other genre. Nonfiction followed closely, with four students utilizing this genre.
These results indicated that multiple genres were written by the third grade students. These
genres varied from student to student regardless of attitude level.
Personal experience was a recurring theme as demonstrated in the writing samples,
particularly from Sophia (positive attitude), Lara (neutral attitude), and Bob (negative attitude).
These students mentioned that they drew on their personal experiences as they were writing and
that practice this helped them in their writing. This was evident in their writing sample data, as
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Sophie and Lara both wrote two personal narratives and Bob wrote one personal narrative. This
is consistent with Calkins (1986) and Farris and Werderich (2011), who noted that personal
narrative was the genre of choice for students in third grade.
During Writer’s Workshop, the students had the opportunity to write both individually
and with a partner or partners. Table 13 shows the breakdown of individual writing versus
partner writing across the attitude levels based on the writing samples collected throughout the
course of the study.
Table 13
Writing Samples Collected Based on Written Individually or with a Partner
Written Individually

Written with
Partner(s)

Positive Attitude
Writers

10

2

Neutral Attitude
Writers

6

8

Negative Attitude
Writers

10

1

The data from Table 13 demonstrate that the most writing samples were collected from
the neutral attitude writers, with eight samples being written with a partner. The positive attitude
writers submitted two samples written with a partner, and the negative attitude students wrote
only one sample with a partner. The neutral attitude students wrote most frequently with other
students in the class. Both the positive attitude and negative attitude students independently
submitted 10 writing samples. The following section will look at the number of times students
wrote independently or with a partner during observations as well as discuss students’
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preferences for writing, as reported during interviews at the beginning and conclusion of the
study.
All nine focal students participated in observations three times throughout the course of
the study. These observations occurred one time per month from December to February. The
students often had the choice of to whether to write independently or with other students. Table
14 displays the number of times each student was observed writing either independently or with
a partner.
Table 14
Writing Independently vs. with a Partner
Student

Attitude Level

Independent Writing

Partner Writing

Emi

Positive

2

1

Sophie

Positive

2

1

Zack

Positive

2

1

Lara

Neutral

2

1

Nick

Neutral

1

2

Jeff

Neutral

1

2

Bob

Negative

3

0

Mike

Negative

2

1

Kate

Negative

3

0

All three of the positive attitude students (Emi, Sophie, and Zach) wrote independently
twice and with a partner once during the observations of the study. Lara, a neutral attitude
student, and Mike, a negative attitude student, also wrote independently twice and independently
once while being observed. Nick and Jeff, the remaining neutral attitude students, each wrote
independently once and with a partner twice. Finally, Bob and Kate, the remaining negative
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attitude students, only wrote independently—never venturing to write with a partner while being
observed.

Chapter 5 Summary

This chapter presented a model of a writer, represented as a tree. This model consisted of
a foundational root system: the Writer’s Workshop and the writing process. Branches grew from
the tree representing findings from the study, perceptions, social interactions, and choice. Leaves
sprouted from each branch representing factors that influenced the findings of the branches.
Additionally, cross case analysis was discussed to better understand the similarities and
differences among the attitude levels following the model presented. It should be noted that in
general student writers may not exhibit all of the perceptions, conversation types, or choices.
Additionally, students may participate in Writer’s Workshop and the writing process and not
exhibit all of the findings from the study.
In Chapter 6, conclusions for the study are discussed. Additionally, implications for the
classroom, future research questions, and final thoughts are presented.

CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study sought to add to the body of research on students’ attitudes and perceptions
about themselves and their writing. This study was conducted from October 2012 to March 2013
with a third grade class. Multiple data sources were collected, including the Writing Attitude
Survey (Kear et al., 2000) for the entire class (n=27), focal student interviews, focal student
observations, and focal student writing samples. Results from the data analysis were presented in
Chapter 4. A model for growing a writer and as well as cross case analysis were discussed in
Chapter 5. In this chapter, conclusions drawn from the study are presented. Implications for
classroom instruction are discussed. Finally, questions for future research and final thoughts are
shared.

Conclusions

The following conclusions were drawn from this study and are presented using the model
described in Chapter 5.

Branch and Leaves: Students’ Perceptions

The first branch of the Developing a Writer Model represented the perceptions students
held. It was found that students held a range of perceptions and these perceptions were found to
be malleable. Students demonstrated both positive and negative perceptions about themselves as
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writers and about writing. Being malleable, these perceptions often changed during the
study. Other times, the perceptions students held remained constant.
Additionally, students often held an awareness regarding the factors that impacted their
perceptions. These factors included personal experience, the ease and difficulty of writing,
improvement of and pride in writing, and the writing process, including idea generation, changes
in writing, and sharing writing. For example, students often held an awareness about how they
generated ideas for their writing or why writing was difficult for them.

Branch and Leaves: Social Interactions

The second branch of the model was social interactions. Students engaged in six different
categories of interactions during the writing time depending on the purpose for the interaction.
As with Dyson (2008), conversations enabled texts to be created in the classroom during writing
time. Conversation categories included peer feedback, idea generation and development,
unrelated conversations, co-authoring decision making, co-authoring shared responsibilities, and
peer editing and revising. This study yielded results similar to those of Kos and Maslowski
(2001), who found that as students participated in conversations during writing, the focus also
turned to generating and developing ideas and organization.
Negative attitude writers in this study engaged in fewer interactions than the neutral
attitude and positive attitude students. Mike was the only negative attitude student to engage in
partner writing, and this only occurred once during the observations. During this observation, it
was noted that Mike interacted with his peers as they developed the plot line for their story, to
ask for help with spelling, and to help his peers with editing. Kate and Bob never engaged in
partner writing during the observations. In fact, Kate never participated in interactions with her
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peers while she was observed by the researcher. On the other hand, Bob attempted to engage
with his peers when they were discussing sharks by sharing facts that he knew. However, these
attempts were not acknowledged by his peers.

Branch and Leaves: Choice

The final branch of the model represented choice. Although students often only wrote in
one or two genres throughout the course of the study, collectively they produced writing from six
different genres. Students often relied on their personal experience for ideas, and this could be
seen in the narratives they wrote. Twenty of the 37 writing samples collected were written in the
narrative genre, which included both fictional stories and personal narratives. Toward the
conclusion of the study, students began moving to writing more nonfiction as a result of what
was being taught. Students used the classroom writing culture to help them as they determined a
genre to utilize in their writing (Dyson, 1992; Schultz & Fecho, 2000).
When given the choice of writing individually or with a partner, students demonstrated
mixed perceptions. This could be due to either situational interest or personal interest (Hidi &
Boscolo, 2006). Attitude level did not affect whether students preferred to write individually or
with a partner. Two students – Emi (positive attitude) and Nick (neutral attitude) – held a neutral
awareness toward writing individually and with a partner. Sophie (positive attitude), Bob
(negative attitude), and Kate (negative attitude) all preferred to write individually as opposed to
with a partner. Zack (positive attitude) preferred writing individually, but he also enjoyed writing
with a partner, as evidenced by observations in which he wrote both individually and with a
partner. Lara (neutral attitude) and Jeff (neutral attitude) held mixed perceptions when it came to
writing individually or with a partner. This was also evidenced by the observations collected
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during the study. Mike (negative attitude) preferred to write with a partner, even though he wrote
individually as well as with a partner.

Implications for Practice

The results from this study can be used to inform the practices of elementary school
writing teachers. Again the Developing a Writer Model is utilized to discuss the implications for
practice.

Branch and Leaves: Students’ Perceptions

Fostering students’ perceptions may help students grow as writers in the Writer’s
Workshop. In this study, the researcher gathered data to determine how students felt about
themselves as writers and about their writing. These identified perceptions were revisited during
conferences as well as during interviews as the researcher probed to further understand the
thinking of students. Given the constraints of the Common Core State Standards and the
curriculum the teachers need to teach, taking time to identify students’ perceptions can be
difficult. However, acknowledging these perceptions in the classroom could help teachers to
better plan their writing instruction and structure the students’ writing time (Codling &
Grambrell, 1997). Additionally, Knudson (1995) found that having positive perceptions toward
writing leads to better writing. By administering writing scales or surveys, one can gain insight
into the perceptions students hold toward writing and foster these in the classroom to improve
writing (Bottomley et al., 1997/1998; Kear et al., 2000).
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Branch and Leaves: Social Interactions

Teachers should encourage students to interact with each other during writing time.
Using the gradual release of responsibility (Routman, 2005), teachers could model for students
how to interact with one another during writing time. Focal students in this study often
participated in conversations while writing with others. This helped students generate ideas,
develop the plot of a story, revise, and edit their writing. Dyson (1992, 2008) found that students
interacted with one another as well as with their teachers and that these interactions led to
conversation about writing that improved the overall writing of the students. Additionally, while
some conversations students have may initially be unrelated to their writing, these conversations
are likely to evolve over time as students are provided opportunities to interact with one another
(Sipe, 1998).

Branch and Leaves: Choice

With the rigor of the Common Core State Standards, choice is often a missing piece in
curriculum. When possible, teachers should give students choice in whether they write
independently or with a partner. While there are times students need to write independently,
allowing the choice to write with others can help to foster students’ perceptions about writing.
Dyson (2008) found that interactions among students improved their writing. Having this option
can be beneficial to student writing.
Additionally, teachers should offer choice to students when it comes to the genre they
utilize during writing time as the curriculum allows. Again, this can be difficult with the
implementation of the CCSS. However, Nolen (2007) concluded in her study that choice could
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have been attributed to increased interest in writing. In this study, it was found that narrative was
the genre of choice for the focal students, often because they could incorporate their own
experiences into their writing. The CCSS have given teachers a focus on three genres: narrative,
informative/explanatory writing, and opinion writing. However, allowing students to choose
what they are going to be writing about and when they are going to be writing in a specific genre
is still a possibility. Teachers can still teach mini-lessons related to the specific genres and give
students the opportunity to choose a format to present the information. When looking at writing
development in third grade, it has been shown that third grade students will often choose
narrative writing and that not much revising occurs during this time (Calkins, 1986; Farris &
Werderich, 2011). Using a Writer’s Workshop format (Fletcher & Portalupi, 2001) can help
teachers foster choice in the writing of students.

Suggestions for Future Research

Based on findings and implications from the current study, suggestions for future
research are described in this section.
This study was conducted over the course 21 weeks, from October to the beginning of
March. A longitudinal study would allow for data collection and analysis over the course of
several school years to examine how students’ attitudes and perceptions develop and change. For
example, this study could be replicated following students from the primary school years
(kindergarten to second grade) to the intermediate school years (third to fifth grade). Or the study
could be conducted as students move from the intermediate school years to the middle school
years (sixth to eighth grade).
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This study involved a small sample of focal students. While 27 students took the WAS,
only nine students participated in interviews, observations, and writing sample collection.
Furthermore, all of the students in the sample were from a single classroom. Choosing students
at each attitude level drawn from multiple classrooms in the same grade level could confirm or
refute the current findings. Additionally, a larger sample size would provide more insight.
This study focused on nine focal students over the course of 21 weeks. Conducting a case
study on one student over the course of a school year, similar to Sipe’s (1998) study that
followed a first grader throughout the school year, would allow for a more focused study of a
specific student. This would allow for data collection during all writing periods as opposed to
only three observations as with the current study. The researcher would be able to observe how
the student interacted not only with her peers, but also with her teacher. More writing samples
could be collected, including not only independent writing samples but also required curriculum
writing samples. Additionally, there could be the possibility of observing the case in other social
situations that could potentially contribute to the writing of the student.
A similar study could be conducted with students at a different grade level. This study
only focused on third grade students. Several studies (Graham et al., 1993; Saddler & Graham,
2007) have examined students’ attitudes and perceptions toward writing at older elementary
grades and middle school. A study could be conducted with younger students in the primary
grades, such as kindergarten or first grade, to examine how beginning writers develop their initial
attitudes and perceptions toward writing.
This study focused solely on students’ attitudes and perceptions toward writing. It would
be interesting to look at teachers’ attitudes and perceptions toward writing to see if teacher
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beliefs impact students’ attitudes and perceptions toward writing. Adding in data collection for
teachers in addition to the student piece would allow seeing the writing classroom as a whole.
This study investigated the types of genres students utilized when given choice in their
writing. A study could be conducted in which the writing samples of students are analyzed to
look at the complexity of student writing. Samples could be analyzed within a genre as well as
across genres.
Finally, a study could be conducted to investigate students as they write with partners. In
the current study, the researcher did not focus on what it looked like to write with a partner and
the writing that was collected as a result. A future study could look at the similarities and
differences when students are writing independently and when they are writing with a partner.
Engagement of the students as they write as well the complexity of writing could be investigated.

Final Thoughts

I began my doctoral program due to my passion for reading. Teaching students to love
reading and finding their own passion for reading was what I try to do for my students. At the
beginning of my program, my interest was on word study and spelling and finding strategies to
best teach these concepts to my students. Eventually, my interests shifted to writing as I tried to
find ways to help my students apply what they had learned with regard to word study and
spelling in their own writing. I wanted to know how to develop that passion for writing and to
make time for quality writing in my classroom each day. Writing instruction was often the
subject that would be pushed away when time was short. I wanted to change that.
The year that I conducted this study, I tried to implement a Writer’s Workshop model,
with mini-lessons, independent writing times, and sharing times. While I had a curriculum to
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teach, I tried to offer my students choice in their writing each day. Sometimes this was choice in
topic when given the genre; other times it was an option to choose anything they wanted to write
about, including genre and topic. I also gave my students time to write each day. The results
were amazing. Students who had no interest in writing began to exhibit an interest in writing.
Students were collaborating with each other and producing wonderful pieces of text for others to
read.
It has been shown that writing is neglected in the classroom (Applebee & Langer, 2006)
in that it is not being taught frequently. Furthermore, there is a lack of research related to
motivation and attitudes toward writing (Graham, Beringer, & Fan, 2007). The need to teach
writing and find what motivates students to write led me on this research path to further
investigate these concepts with my students. I quickly found that something as simple as choice
in writing, consistent time to write, and allowing interactions engaged many of my students in
writing.
While my passion originally focused on reading and then word study and spelling, I have
found a passion for writing as well. This trend can also be seen as the International Reading
Association (2016), after 60 years, changed its focus to literacy and changed its name to the
International Literacy Association. The results of this study indicate the need for choice in
writing and for teachers to focus on students’ attitudes and perceptions about writing and
themselves as writers. With a renewed emphasis on writing through the implementation of the
CCSS, writing can no longer be neglected.
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WRITING ATTITUDE SURVEY DIRECTIONS
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The Writing Attitude Survey provides a quick indication of student attitudes toward
writing. It consists of 28 items and can be administered to an entire classroom in about 20
minutes. Each item presents a brief, simply worded statement about writing, followed by four
pictures of Garfield. Each pose is designed to depict a different emotional state, ranging from
very positive to very negative. Administration Begin by telling students that you wish to find out
how they feel about writing. Emphasize that this is not a test and that there are no right answers.
Encourage sincerity. Distribute the survey forms and, if you wish to monitor the attitudes of
specific students, ask them to write their names in the space at the top. Hold up a copy of the
survey so that the students can see the first page. Point to the picture of Garfield at the far left of
the first item. Ask the students to look at this same picture on their own survey form. Discuss
with them the mood Garfield seems to be in (very happy). Then move to the next picture and
again discuss Garfield's mood (this time, somewhat happy). In the same way, move to the third
and fourth pictures and talk about Garfield's moods: somewhat upset and very upset. Explain that
the survey contains some statements about writing and that the students should think about how
they feel about each statement. They should then circle the picture of Garfield that is closest to
their own feelings. (Emphasize that the students should respond according to their own feelings,
not as Garfield might respond!) In the first and second grades read each item aloud slowly and
distinctly, then read it a second time while students are thinking. Be sure to read the item number
and to remind students of page numbers when new pages are reached. In Grades 3 and above,
monitor students while they are completing this survey. It is not necessary for the teacher to read
the items aloud to students, unless the teacher feels it is necessary for newer or struggling
readers. Teachers should review the items prior to the administration of the survey to identify
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any words students may need defined to eliminate misunderstanding during completion of the
instrument.
Scoring To score the survey, count four points for each leftmost (very happy) Garfield circled,
three points for the next Garfield to the right (somewhat happy), two points for the next Garfield
to the right (somewhat upset), and one point for the rightmost Garfield (very upset). The
individual scores for each question should be totaled to reach a raw score.
Interpretation The scores should first be recorded on the scoring sheet. The scores can be
interpreted in two ways. An informal approach would be to look at where the raw score falls
related to the total possible points of 112. If the raw score is approximately 70, the score would
fall midway between the somewhat happy and somewhat upset Garfields, indicating the student
has an indifferent attitude toward writing. The formal approach involves converting the raw
score to a percentile rank. The raw score should be found on the left-hand side of the table and
matched to the percentile rank in the appropriate grade-level column.

APPENDIX B
WRITING SURVEY ATTITUDE TEST
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APPENDIX C
INTERVIEW PROTOCOL (OCTOBER AND MAY)
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Tell me about yourself as a writer.
How would you feel if your teacher told you that you are a good writer?
o Why would you feel that?
How do you feel when you are writing?
Describe what good writing looks like.
Tell me about a time writing was easy for you
o How did you feel?
o What were you writing?
o Why was it easy?
Tell me about a time writing was hard for you.
o How did you feel?
o What were you writing?
o Why was it hard?
Tell me where you get your ideas for writing.
Describe what you do to get ready to write.
Describe what you do while you are writing.
Tell me what you do when you finish a piece of writing.
Have you ever made changes to your writing?
o What kinds of changes did you make to your writing?
When you are writing, do you prefer to write by yourself or with friends?
o Who do you like to write with?
o Why do you like to write with ________________?
o Tell me about a time when you wrote with _____________________.
Tell me about a time you shared your writing with someone.
What kinds of things do you like to write?
o Tell me about a time you wrote about ________________________.
What do you need to get started with writing?
What makes writing an important thing to know how to do?

APPENDIX D
OBSERVATION PROTOCOL
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Date:
Time:
Focal Student(s):
Purpose:
Notes:

APPENDIX E
WRITING SAMPLE ANALYSIS
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Student: _____________________________________________________________________
Genre: ______________________________________________________________________
Conventions:
Capitalize appropriate words in titles.

Use commas in addresses.

Use commas and quotation marks in dialogue.

Form and use possessives.

Use conventional spelling for Word Wall Words.

Form and use regular and irregular plural nouns.

Form and use regular and irregular verbs.

Form and use simple verb tenses.

Use appropriate subject-verb agreement.

Form and use comparative and superlative adjectives and adverbs.
Use coordinating and subordinating conjunctions.
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Produce simple, compound, and complex sentences.

Introduction

Conclusion

Beginning, middle, end

Dialogue

Linking Words (because, therefore, since, for example, also, another, and, more, but)

